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Abstract
Keeping children behaviorally appropriate and in their classrooms has become increasingly challenging for
today's educational professionals where there is less tolerance for classroom disruption, greater expectation of
performance and higher paced learning formats. These professionals face even greater dilemmas if they enter
the classroom without confidence that the skills they have will be the right fit for managing students who
struggle behaviorally. A Likert scale survey was used for this quantitative study to assess perceived beliefs of
educational professionals concerning self-efficacy in managing classroom behavior, and their readiness (ability
and willingness) to differentiate approaches to behavior intervention in order to meet the individual behavior
needs of students. A small sample of New York State K-12 special and general education professionals along
with those from K-12 day treatment programs, who were all trained in the skills of Life Space Crisis
Intervention (LSCI) techniques, were contacted to participate in this study. Of the 184 potential participants,
70 completed the survey. The results of this survey were analyzed using descriptive, correlational, MANOVA
and Means to examine the findings. The data supported that belief in self-efficacy was significantly related to
readiness. In addition a high correlation was supported between readiness to consider alternative intervention
techniques for individual students and the value these participants placed on the LSCI training. Years of
experience was also a factor related to self-efficacy for the status areas of teachers and "others."
Recommendations for education and training to promote school improvement concerning classroom
management were included in this study along with recommendations for executive leaders and for future
research.
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Abstract 
Keeping children behaviorally appropriate and in their classrooms has become 
increasingly challenging for today's educational professionals where there is less 
tolerance for classroom disruption, greater expectation of performance and higher paced 
learning fomrnts. These professionals face even greater dilemmas if they enter the 
classroom without confidence that the skill s they have will be the right fit for managing 
students who struggle behaviorally. A Likert scale survey was used for thi s quantitative 
study to assess perceived beliefs of educational professionals concerning self-efficacy in 
managing classroom behavior, and their readiness (ability and willingness) to 
differentiate approaches to behavior intervention in order to meet the individual behavior 
needs of students . 
A small sample of New York State K-12 special and general education 
professionals along with those from K-1 2 day treatment programs, who were all trained 
in the skills of Life Space C1isis lntervention (LSCI) techniques, were contacted to 
participate in thi s tudy. Of the 184 potential participants. 70 completed the survey. The 
results of this survey were analyzed using descriptive, co1Telation~I, MANOVA and 
Means to examine the findings. 
The data supported that belief in self-efficacy was significantly re lated to 
readiness. In addition a high coJTelation was supported between readiness to consider 
alternative intervention techniques for individual students and the value these participants 
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placed on the LSCI training. Years of experience was also a factor re lated to self-efficacy 
for the status areas of teachers and "'others". Recommendations fo r education and 
training to promote school improvement concerning classroom management were 
included in this study along with recommendations for executive leaders and for future 
research. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Introduction and Purpose 
The national increase in aggression and delinquent behaviors in schools has 
reached critical proportions (Safran & Oswald, 2003). Larger numbers of students are 
plagued with difficult families and community situations that can promote failure in 
school and eventually failure in life (Long, Morse, Feeser & ewman, 2007). These 
same students demonstrate behavioral and social needs that challenge their academic 
preparation and classroom safety as schools find themselves trying to cope with the 
results of the poverty, neglect and abuse (Baker, 2005; Curwin & Mendler, 1997; Long et 
al., 2007). The education professionals within these schools, whether novice staff (5 
years or less in the classroom) or veteran staff (more than 5 years) with varied levels of 
preparation and training, are expected to meet these social and behavioral challenges 
while demonstrating better preparation for building inclusive environments supportive of 
all learners. Fur1hermore, these educators must show greater confidence to persevere in 
today's schools regardless of the challenging environments and behaviors they face 
(Bandura, 1993; Welch, 1996). 
Currently to prepare pre-service teachers to enter the classroom, teacher education 
programs provide them with classroom experiences by immersing them in the climates of 
schools. This practice of ··student teaching .. aims to diminish the gap between theory and 
practice (Latham & Vogt, 2007) by providing preservice teachers .. real-life .. 
opportunities for observation and interaction in classrooms. However, despite these 
student teaching experiences, nationally 12% of new teachers fail to make it through the ir 
first year of teaching (Gagen & Bowie, 2005). Although unfamiliar content, more 
difficult classes and less able students are factors that contribute to this fa ilure. classroom 
management remains at the top of the list of responses teachers give for leaving the 
pro fess ion (Veenman, 1984; McCann & Johannssen, 2004). Potential gaps in the area of 
classroom management that continue to exist between teacher preparation and teacher 
practices, leads to a question about which components in preservice and ongoing teacher 
education programs might be needed, to he lp close this gap. 
The most important element toward improving any school, either academically or 
behaviorally, is for educators within that school to begin to function in a collective 
capacity that exemplifies commitment and persistence toward a common goal (DuFour, 
2007). Recognizing the high levels of stress that education professionals experience 
requi res special educators as well as those in general education to consider a common set 
of competencies (Gilbert & Lignugaris-Kraft, 1997) particularly, when favorable school 
and training recollections collide with the harsh reality of everyday classroom life 
(Veenman, 1984). Included in this common set of competencies are behavioral aspects 
o f classroom management that comprise the purpose of this study. 
Since classroom management i a skill that must be learned and practiced, those 
who enter the classroom without reliable, research-based training and practice in various 
management models, w ill often discipline and punish students rather than manage them 
(John on. Rice. Edington & William . 2005). Lewis and Garri son-Harrell ( 1999) 
contended that, punitive and reactive disciplinary measures may actually heighten the 
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frequency and intensity of the behaviors they were intended to diminish. Adding to this 
knowledge and based on the review of the literature is the recognition that traditional 
strategies for discipline fail dramatically with highly troubled students. Students in crisis 
do not improve or benefit from interventions that implement punishment or exclusion 
(Long, Feeser & Brendtro, 1998). According to current research, schools that include 
intervention based on reclaiming or restorative approaches and a philosophy of student-
centered interactions, display a more positive school climate than schools in which these 
approaches are lacking (Long & Feeser, 200 I). Based on this research. reducing problem 
behaviors and teaching students positive and alternative behavior patterns can establish a 
constructive learning environment. 
Effective classroom management requires education professionals to be skilled at 
implementing multiple student intervention strategies. They must also be able to 
recognize not only when and if a strategy is failing, but what to do to correct that failure. 
Enhanced knowledge of intervention strategics and skillfulness with classroom 
management may increase the educators' abil ities to promote pos itive responses from 
students and increase the staff members· feelings of confidence in dealing with more 
challenging student behaviors. 
This study examined the beliefs of education professionals previous ly trained in 
the skills of Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI), regarding their perceived self-efficacy 
in managing c las room crisis, and their readiness (ability and willingness) to consider 
individual. alternati ve, non-punitive approaches lo crisis in the cla room. In addition, it 
explored the relationship. if any, to the statu of the education protc sional trained in 
LSCI and the differentiating approaches to behavioral intervention taken by these 
.... 
.) 
professionals to avoid thinking, feelings and behaviors that could o therwise be 
counterproductive to the desired outcome for the student (Friend & Pope, 2005). 
Theoretical Rationale 
Parallel to the belief that academic and behavioral successes are linked to a 
collective common goaL is the suggestion that the outcomes people anticipate depend 
largely on how they think they will perform in a given situation (Bandura, 1998). 
According to Bandura, such thinking results in teachers being more likely to engage in 
the tasks they feel competent to execute successfully. 
Self-efficacy is a motivational construct based on self-perception of competence 
rather than actual level of competence (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006). This 
ability and confidence to plan courses of action, to anticipate the probable consequences 
of these actions, and to plan alternative strategies without ever engaging in the action, 
may be a predictor for decisions of teachers regarding classroom management and crisis 
intervention (Pajares, 2002). According to social cognitive theory, which stems from the 
social learning theory of Miller and Dollard ( 1941 ), acquisition of knowledge can result 
from observing others within the context of social interactions, experiences and outside 
media sources. This theoretical framework of social learning theory connected what 
people obsen ed, to what they would imitate behaviorally. Millar and Dollard concluded 
that what solid ified this observational iearning was follow-up rewards that p rovided 
positive reinforcement ( 1941 ). 
Topic Ana~vsis ofCognitil'e The01y 
Social cognitive theory (Bandura. 1962) grew out of the social learning theory 
( 1941) to include the human thought process as essential to the acquisition of the 
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observational knowledge. Bandura· s theory provided some guidance about possible 
sources fo r a sense of efficacy in teachers. I le describes what he believes are the sources 
for self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994) which include: mastery experience (when people 
succeed because they have learned from setbacks), vicarious experience (direct 
observation of social models), verbal persuasion (verbally convince them that they have 
or do not have what is needed for success), and physiological arousal (gauging their 
capabilities by the emotional state they arc in). Although mastery experience is 
postulated as the most potent source of acquisition of self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran 
and Woolfolk Hoy, 2006), the social cognitive theory acknowledges the diversity of 
human capabilities to symbolize, to plan alternative strategies, to learn through vicarious 
experiences and to self-regulate and self-reflect (Pajares, 2002). This self-efficacy belief 
system is described as ··a differentiated set of self-beliefs linked to distinct realms of 
functioning·· (Bandura, 1998, p. 36). A simpler description is that when different people 
who have similar skills are p laced in the same situations or different situations, their 
performance of the skill they both have may be poor, adequate, or above average 
performance depending on fluctuations of their beliefs of self- efficacy ( 1998). 
Bandura lated that the observer doe not in fact rely on rewards or punishment 
for learning as previously believed in the social learning theory, but instead on expected 
outcomes simi lar to those observed. Consequently, observing successful outcomes from 
certain actions would result in the observer learning the action. Bandura· s theory takes 
the researcher back to the idea of ··student teaching .. where an individual watches a 
trained teacher and observes successful outcomes in classroom management. The 
expectation o f student teaching as an adequate venue for fu ture teaching success is that 
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the student teachers, as observer, will be able to duplicate the actions of the teacher they 
are observing thus experiencing the same successful outcomes. Yet, constant stTessors 
that accompany teaching may limit new teachers · abi lities to accurately reflect on these 
observed or learned practices once in their own classrooms. The result can be an 
increasing tendency for these teachers to rely on personal, experientia l knowledge, rather 
than knowledge gained from other sources such as direct observation (Hargreaves, 1984). 
If as Bandura ( 1997) suggested, people j udge their efficacy for success over a 
w ide range of tasks and will therefore transmit the belief of success at one task as a 
rational for belief of success at other tasks; conversely for people, failure in one area 
becomes a predictor of fa ilure in other areas. 
In comparison, individuals who have a resilient sense of efficacy, in a pa1iicular 
area, would be expected to learn and behave differently in a given situation, than those 
who doubted their own abilities (Bandura, 1998). Therefore, teachers who do not expect 
to be successful with certain students give up easily at the first sign of difficulty 
(Bandura, 1993). They are likely to put forth less effort even if they know of strategies 
that if implemented. could assist a student in crisis. Viewing self-efficacy from this 
perspective suggests that teachers· self-perceived level of competence can be lower than 
their actual ski lls. It is also possible for teachers· self-perceived level of competence to be 
higher than their actual skill s causing them to believe they arc more quali°fi ed to handle 
situations that in reality. they lack the ski lls to carry out (Bandura, 1993). These teachers 
may believe themselves to be sel f-efficaciou when asked about their ability to 
implement behavior management. but demonstrate no skill in actually doing it. In 
contrast teachers may have average or above behavior management kill s, but feel low 
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self-efficacy in their capabilities. If teachers think they will fail, and feel hopeless in their 
ability to affect change, the result as Bandura suggests, could be diminished effort. Self-
efficacy beliefs can therefore become self-fulfilling prophecies val idating beliefs of 
capability or incapability. 
Bandura·s findings (1993) contributed to the value of further study by the 
researcher as to whether that same thinking applied to how teachers are prepared to enter 
the classroom, the ir perceived self-efficacy in the area of behavior management and how 
transferable that self-efficacy may be to readiness on the part of these professionals to 
consider adapting their approach to behavior intervention. 
Research Methods 
As a result of these findings concerning self-efficacy, a hypothesis was drawn by 
the researcher. If educational professionals trained in the skills of Life Space Crisis 
Intervention (LSCI) demonstrated similar beliefs in self-efficacy in behavior 
management, the outcome of these be liefs might correlate with an improved readiness 
(ability and willingness) of these professionals, regardless of their status, to engage in 
less punitive intervention approaches with students who display more challenging 
classroom behaviors. 
To test this hypothesis. a quantitati ve co1Telational design method was used. 
Survey data were collected electronically onlinc from The Teacher Readiness Scale.for 
Managing Challenging Classroom Behal'iors (Baker, 2002). A survey method was 
proposed since surveys lend themselves to corTelational research (Patten. 2007). 
Participants invited to complete this study were education professionals who 
received training in the Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI) program during the 200 I to 
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2008 timeframe. Data collected from the survey results were used to examine the 
professionals' perceived beliefs of self-efficacy in managing classroom c1isis, and their 
readiness (abi lity and willingness) for using alternative behavioral intc1vention strategies. 
Demographic questions were also included in this survey to assist in determining 
subgroups. Questions specific to LSCI were added at the encl of the survey to assess the 
participants' current beliefs concerning their LSCI training experiences. These additional 
questions focused on the participants· current use of the training competencies, when 
they completed the training, the level at which the participants believe the objectives of 
the training added to their skills, and whether or not these participants would recommend 
this training to col leagues. 
Significance o_f'Study 
The researcher is employed as the CHOICES Coordinator by a Board of 
Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) program. This BOCES services 25 school 
districts in a four-county area and is one of 38 BOCES within New York State whose 
responsibility is to provide shared educational services and programs to its component 
districts. A BOCES service is created when two or more school districts decide they 
have similar needs and then work to combine their resources to meet these needs. By 
doing this, school di stricts save money without compromising thei r efforts. Each year, 
Boards of Education from the component districts decide whether or not to contract for 
BOCES services. 
The role of the researcher within this BOC ES is to provide training and consulting 
to a ll levels of staff wi thin the BOC ES component distiicts and al o to organizations 
outside of the BOC ES geographic area. These services provided by the researcher cover 
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a variety of approaches to behavioral interventions in challenging situations both in and 
out of the classroom, with both students and the adults who work with these students. 
Travel to local, state, national or international locations is required to provide these 
services. In conjunction with the BOCES, the researcher also works as a national Life 
Space Crisis Intervention (LSCJ) Senior Trainer under the guidance of Dr. Nicholas 
Long. LSCI is a nationally recognized professional training and certification program 
sponsored by the LSCI Institute of Hagerstown, Maryland. 
The LSCI training involves advanced, interactive therapeutic strategies for turning 
crisis situations into learning opportunities for challenging students with chronic patterns 
of self-defeating behaviors. All LSCI training fo llows a set of speci fie instructions for 
presentation of skills covering specific competencies (see Appendix A). The 
understanding and practice of these competencies are supported by consistent visual and 
written true-life scenarios. In addition, they are also reinforced by standardized study 
materials and practical application which includes content materials (a participant manual 
and a text book), a true/false test and random role-play test scenarios. 
The information gathered from the LSCI section of the survey provided 
measurable data concerning how graduates of the training rated their experiences with 
LSCL Questions were included to determine if these professionals continue to regularly 
use the skil ls taught during the LSCI training, and what level of impact they believe this 
training has within their cun-ent positions. 
This study provided a scientific mea ure of relationships which will be shared 
with school district and day treatment administrators. It will also infonn future decision 
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making regarding behavior management, and the preparation and expectations of 
education professionals, when interacting with students in crises. 
Problem Statement 
Students in behavioral crisis, who are considered at-risk and troubled, impact a 
school"s success by bringing the social ills, negative attitudes and dysfunctional 
behaviors of society into their classrooms (Long, Feeser & Brendtro, 1998). As previous 
research data suggest, improvements in organizational conditions, including reduction in 
student discipline problems, ultimately aids the performance of schools ( Ingersoll, 200 I). 
Marzano and Marzano (2003) concur that of all the variables influencing student 
teaming, classroom management has the largest effect on student achievement. Since 
classroom management and discipline problems have been long-time companions of 
teachers and their students (Ingersoll, 2001; Marzano & Marzano, 2003; Redl, 1951 as 
cited in Charles 2008; Veenman, 1984) the impact of success or failure in classroom 
management is intellectual as well as social. 
If an effective education for learners with challenging behaviors is to be realized, 
strategies to support the progress of such students arc essential (Baker, 2002). Yet 
according to research by Long and Feeser ( 1998), students with behavioral and emotional 
disorders are the ones most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools through 
punitive responses to the ir behaviors. Without specific behavioral intervention strategies, 
these same students will become a school's dropouts and castaways (Bradley, Henderson 
& Monfore, 2004). 
A presenting problem surfaces that education professionals will be more likely to 
engage in unsucces ful punitive interventions if they lack belief in their self-efficacy 
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regarding management of classroom behavior whi le also lacking the ability or readiness 
to differentiate their responses to crisis. Such punitive methods with troubled students 
only serve to place a pessimistic focus on nonconforming and dysfunctional student 
behavior; they do not make schools safer (Long ct al., 1998; Skiba & Peterson, 2000). 
Statement of Pwpose 
Research s uggests that teachers, who lack self-confidence and fail to decrease 
students· inappropriate patterns of behavior, will resort to punitive responses to 
classroom c1isis (Johnson, Rice, Edington & Williams, 2005). The purpose of this study 
was to assess education professionals previously trained in the skills of Life Space Crisis 
Intervention (LSCI), to determine any relationship between their perceived self-efficacy 
in managing classroom crisis, and their readiness (wi llingness and abi lity) to consider 
individual, alternative, non-punitive approaches to crisis in the classroom. In addition, the 
researcher considered sub groups that reported high self-efficacy and low self-efficacy 
and compared those groups regarding status (teacher, teaching assistant and other), years 
of experience, length of time trained in the skills of LSCI, their use of the LSCI training 
sequence, and the differentiating approaches to behavioral intervention chosen by these 
professionals to avoid thinking, feelings and behaviors that could otherwise be 
counterproductive to the desired outcome for the student (Friend & Pope, 2005). 
Moreover, the study helped frame the value of training and preparations, from the 
research participant · perspectives, in the area of classroom management. 
Research Q11estio11s 
To inform understanding of the topic under study. three questions were posed to 
guide this research. The primary research question asked: What is the relationship 
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between the status of educational professionals (teachers, teaching assistants and others) 
trained in LSC I, and their beliefs concerning perceived self-efficacy in managing 
classroom behavio r? The second research question sought to answer: What is the 
relationship of this perceived self-efficacy on the readiness (abi lity and willingness) of 
these professionals to consider alternative discipline decisions when managing classroom 
behavior? The third question asked: What is the relationship between years of 
experience of educational professionals and their beliefs concerning perceived self-
efficacy in managing classroom behavior, and their readiness to consider alternative 
discipline decisions to meet the individual needs of students? 
In order to answer these research questions, quantitative data were collected using 
The Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing Challenging Classroom Behaviors (Baker, 
2002, see Appendix B). This data assessed participants trained in LSCI concerning their 
beliefs in their perceived self-efficacy of behavior management skills, and their readiness 
to apply alternative c1i sis management strategies. 
Limitations 
This study included education profc sionals already trained in LSCI, but did not 
include a control group to account for before-and-after training results. Further, the 
researcher was the LSCl trainer for these participants. thus creating continuity in the 
training, but presenting a possible bias. In addition, the population fo r this study vvas 
small and was not the result of chance selection, making it non-randomized. 
Although thi study included education professionals from special and general 
education sites in both rural and urban sett ings. the largest number o f partic ipants. were 
from a rural special education venue. This ractor might result in research findings that 
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are not generalizable to all locations. Lastly, the survey tool used in this study has limited 
application in other studies, making re liability difficult to determine. 
Definitions of Terms 
As the researcher studied the historical background of self-efficacy. readiness and 
classroom management, more infonnation was uncovered concerning the disparities in a 
variety of key terms and phrases. This discrepancy in definitions from one term or phrase 
to the next may add confusion about the content of the research and create an opening for 
possible contradictions. For this reason, before moving further into the review of the 
literature the researcher hoped to clarify possible misunderstandings by defining specific 
te1ms that were not a lready defined in the context of the proposal. The following 
definitions are used for the purpose of the dissertation: (terms being defined are 
italicized) 
Classroom Management according to Charles (2008) is positive act ion taken by 
teachers to improve student behavior and good relations between the teachers and 
students. 
Crisis, according to Long, Feeser and Brendtro ( 1998), is a conflict that escalates 
into an explosive situation that presents a time of both danger and of opportunity for 
change for a student. 
Education Pro.fessionals for the purpose of this study included both general and 
special education elementary. secondary and day treatment staff, consisting of teachers, 
teaching assistant , administrators, coun elors. and psychologists. In addition, for the 
purpose of this study. all professionals not listed as teachers or teaching assistants were 
placed in the group referred to as .. others ... 
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L{fe Space Crisis intervention (LSCI) is a nationally recognized, non-physical 
intervention training and certification program that uses a multi-theoretical approach to 
behavior management and problem solving. It is an interactive therapeutic strategy for 
turning c risis situations into learning oppo1tunities for students (Long, 2008). 
Perceh•ed Se(/-E.ffi,cacy is defined as people·s beliefs about their capabilities to 
produce designated levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect 
their lives (Bandura, 1998). 
Readiness is the ability and wi llingness to differentially implement specific 
behavior management techniques to meet the needs of individual students (Baker, 2005). 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
Introduction and Pwpose 
Discipline in America's schools has been a major concern of the general public 
for the last 30 years (Elam, Rose & GalJup, 1996). Decades of research and theory have 
described the difficulties and ongoing challenges faced by teachers in the classrooms 
(Rimm-Kaufmann & Sawyer, 2004). Although the focus of teaching should be academic 
in nature, today's teachers fi nd themselves spending more instructional time on 
classroom discipline. As a result of this shift in focus, the beliefs, attitudes and teaching 
priorities of those in education has become a topic of national importance. The National 
Commission on Teaching in America' s Future (NCTAF, 2003) reported one-third of new 
teachers leaving the profession within the first three years of their employment due, in 
part, to a lack of preparation and growing frustration surrounding the demands of 21 51 
century schools. 
In a study of the Researching Educators and Parents (RECAP) training program 
(Lane, 2002), forty-seven ashville Tennessee teachers were recruited and then trained 
right in the classroom to woi:k in with students with emotional and behavioral disorders. 
The goal of this study was to detennine ways to reduce attrition rates, and to increase the 
behavior management skills of new teachers in the Nashvil le Public schools. Prior to this 
study, the 1998 teacher attrition rate in the Nashville schools was 25% in comparison 
with the national rate of 1 I% (2002). The training program drew 35% more applicants 
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than expected, and over three years witnessed a reduction in attrition of new staff from 
the original 1998 figure of 25% to an improved 8.3% attrition. Furthermore, 77% of the 
new teachers involved in this research project took positions in the more difficul t to staff 
high-pove11y inner city schools. The results of this study revealed a correlation between 
the real life classroom training experience of the teaching recruits, an increase in behavior 
management skills and a reduction in attrition. Acting on these results, the State 
Department of Education committed to a three year expansion of the Nashville program 
to similarly train special education teachers across the state; however, the long-range 
project outcomes never materialized due to a lack of funding. 
In another study conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES, 1997), more than 50,000 teachers from all grade levels indicated that having 
better control over children' s classroom behavior would be a reason for them to feel 
satisfied with teaching and cause them to want to remain in the profession (Rimm-
Kaufmann & Sawyer, 2004). Concern therefore begins to develop about a teacher's 
response to classroom discipline and willingness to remain in the profession when they 
are faced with what Veenman (1984) referred to as the " trauma" of transitioning from the 
preservice stage to the classroom. When pre-conceived bel iefs that originated from 
teachers' personal positive school mem01ies or certain positive student teaching training 
expe1iences fail to hold up in the day to day ciassroom encounters, feelings of being 
poorl y equipped to deal with their students· misbehaviors sta11 to emerge (Merritt & 
Wheldall, 1992 as cited in Ma11in et al., 1999; Veenman, 1984). The ensuing outcome is 
a related increase in the incidence of the teachers· stress (Punch & Tuettemann, 1990: 
Tuettemann & Punch, I 992). A study by McCann and Johannessen (2004) supported the 
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NCES (1997) and RECAP (2002) findings by continuing to place classroom management 
at the top of the list of teacher concerns. In their qualitative study of new teachers, 
McCann and Johannessen also determined possible causes of frustration that influenced 
these teachers to leave the profession, and what supports, preparations and resources 
would have encouraged them to remain. The authors hypothesized that new teachers· 
decisions to leave the profession were the result of a relatio nship between the frustration 
over concerns of classroom management, and the discrepancies between what they had 
expected the teaching experience would be, and their realization of the actual experience. 
Billingsley, Carlson and Klein (2004) added to the research by placing special educators 
at an even greater risk to leave teaching because of the demanding nature of the students 
they service. 
Problem Statement 
As a fmiher review of the literature suggests, when teachers perceive themselves 
to be inadequately prepared to manage behavior problems in the classroom, their 
resulting responses may actually exacerbate student misbehavior rather than improve it 
(Pettit, Bates & Dodge, 1993). Even though teachers hold sets of priorities that inform 
their discipline and classroom management style, as well as their instructional practices 
(Rimm-Kaufmann & Sawyer 2004), these priorities do not guarantee appropriate skills in 
the area of classroom management. 
Within the review of pertinent literature, the researcher discovered that teachers · 
responses to misbehavior in classrooms may be mediated by their beliefs about 
themselves and their efficacy in dealing with this misbehavior {Ma1iin, Linfoot & 
Stephenson, 1999). Consequently, if an effective education for learners with challenging 
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behaviors is to be realized, additional strategies are needed by educators to support the 
progress of these students (Baker, 2005). Furthem1ore, since challenging behavior comes 
from both regular education students as well as those students in special education 
programs, the impact of that behavior is not nan-owed to one population of students but 
may be school-wide. Accompanying this concern is the knowledge that punitive, 
traditional methods of behavior intervention with troubled students do not free schools of 
behavior problems, or make schools safer or more conducive to learning (Long et al. 
1998; Skiba and Peterson, 2000). 
Synthesis of the Literature 
Safran ( 1989) found that teachers' personal efficacy was the only important and 
systematic predictor of the extent to which they fe lt they could manage student behavior. 
Even the addition of teaching assistants, whose instructional support is considered to be 
crucially important by teachers, especially in both general and special education (French, 
2001 ), has not altered the level of stress expeiienced by these teachers in the day-to-day 
interactions of classroom management which they still place at the top of the list of 
concerns in their profession. Jn some cases, although the responsibilities of teaching 
assistants have increased and tasks and duties that were once reserved for teachers have 
overlapped into the role of the teaching assistant, supervision and training of the teaching 
assistants has not kept up with the demands placed on them by their positions (R-iggs, 
2001 ). Moreover, teachers do not want the responsibility of mento1ing and supervising 
teaching assistants (Hanington & Mitchel son, 1987), \Nhen the demands of the students in 
terms of classroom behavior management, is so high. Although ··on-the-job'' coaching 
has been recommended for both teachers and teaching assistants a like as a result of these 
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demands (Wadsworth & Knight, 1996), research supports that most teaching assistants 
receive only limited training (Riggs, 2001 ). Marginal preparation for managing behavior 
in the classroom can create self- doubt for educational profess ionals when they encounter 
more challenging students. According to Bandura (1994), if there is self-doubt about 
one·s efficacy, and the demands of the environment are taxing, a person·s thinking 
becomes more errati c, aspirations lower and the quality of perfom1ance deteriorates. 
Data collected by Garibaldi , Blanchard and Brooks (1998) in a study of the New 
Orleans School District suggested a link between teachers· confli ct resolution training, 
classroom management practices and tendencies to suspend or expel students who 
misbehave. These researchers hypothesized that with good classroom management and 
crisis intervention skills, these professionals would be less likely to initiate referrals for 
suspension and expulsion. Consequently, these findings supported that, a lthough 
skepticism exists among educational professionals concerning the value of some conflict 
resolution programs (Posner, 1994), there are many in the profession who view such 
programs as practical answers to some of the behavioral problems they face with in the 
classroom ( 1998). Thus preparation and training of education profc sionals in managing 
classroom crisis warrants fu11her research. Investigation of what impact such training 
might have on perceived beliefs of self-efficacy and readiness, reduction of teacher stress 
and the promotion of school improvement around classroom management is prudent. 
ln a study of 100 student crises repo11ed to Long, Feeser and Brendtro ( 1998) by 
counselors, psychologists, social workers and special education teacher . findings 
revealed that although 80% of the staff studied were able to de-escalate a crisis, only 15% 
knew how to use that crisis to give students awareness of. or insight into. patterns of self-
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defeating behavior. In addition, only 10 % of the staff were able to identify and to teach 
the student social skills necessary to avoid and prevent future crisis. More importantly, 
only 6% of the staff was able to provide effective guidance for students to reenter the 
classroom with improved behavior patterns even with teacher support and reinforcement 
(1998). Such a study focuses the researcher on the possibility that even when education 
professionals demonstrate crisis de-escalation skills, those skills alone may not be enough 
to improve the student's behavior long-term. Repeated interventions that do not produce 
desired outcomes ofreduction in negative behaviors or increase better decision-making 
on the part of the student can be discouraging and decrease motivation to try on the part 
of the educator. 
Bandura ( 1994) stated that to remain task-oriented in the face of pressing 
situations, failures and setbacks, where significant repercussions are possible, one 
requires a strong sense of self-efficacy. He added that when faced with failure, people 
whose beliefs in their self-efficacy are low, dwell on their own deficiencies, slacken their 
efforts and give up quickly in the face of challenges . An insecure sense of efficacy and 
intimidation of staff exacerbated by new demands and the prospect of failure, delays the 
adoption of innovations involving more complex skills (Rogers & Shoemaker, 197 1 ). 
Guskey (2006) indicated that a lack of skills for teachers warranted the 
introduction of researched-based staff development training models to reduce a learning 
gap. He concluded that to close thi s gap teachers would need to gain rapid evidence that 
what they have learned through their professional development is making a difference. 
1-lis research suggested that if those who participate in staff development training do not 
see swift evidence that the knowledge gained makes a difference, they will revert to 
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previous response patterns. There is an added possibility that if participants of the 
training fail when attempting to implement their new learning into their classrooms, that 
they will become less convinced of their own perceived self-efficacy to exercise 
influence over current events. Guskey's study emphasized that teachers, even when they 
are trained in new skills, will often revcr1 back to their old patterns of practice if 
implementation of these new skills are not producing positive outcomes in a timely 
manner. Development of beliefs in self-efficacy to implement new skills therefore may 
also be impacted, as Bandura (1994) suggested, on the notion that it is harder to foster 
these beliefs in self-efficacy when or if, fai lure precedes their development. 
Historical Perspective 
Dawson (2001) stated, that the LSCJ training differs from other classroom 
management models in that the focus is not on containment, coercion, and control. In 
contrast, she defined the model as using naturally occurring problems to teach youth 
more effective coping skills and alternatives to aggression and disrespect. She stressed in 
her research that the LSCI model involves strategies for teachers to connect and teach 
children in crisis to help them understand and change chronic patterns of self-defeating 
thinking and behavior that have not changed through traditional behavior management. 
This training is based on six stages of learning (Appendix A). The theory and research of 
LSCI is an integrat ion of psychodynamic, developmental. behavioral, cognitive, and 
social learning principles (2001 ). 
Historically the LSCI program date back to the work of Aichhom (1935) who 
translated psychoanalytical concepts into operating principles in his work with delinquent 
youth. In the 1950. s Red I. a student of Aichhorn ·s, joined Wineman in developing what 
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they titled the Marginal Interview (Ml). This interview was used in their work with 
troubled youth. When Red I and Wineman ( 1951) started training their staff in the 
Marginal Interview process. they changed the name to Life Space Inte rview (LSI). This 
change reflected the fact that the interview was now being done in the "life space'· or in 
the here and now of the ado lescent, and not just in the therapist's office. 
Redl and Wineman were the first to document and advocate for using an 
adolescent's crisis as an opportunity for behavior change. Inte rest in LSI diminished, 
however, in the late I 960's to I 980's when behavior modification dominated the field 
and relationship-based interventions lost prominence (Long, et al., 1998). 
In the late J 980's, the LSI model was fmther developed in a teacher-friendly 
format by Wood and Long (1991) to be used in the educational setting. They changed 
the LSI name to Life Space Intervention, instead of Life Space Interview, to help 
educators see the program as a tool for change rather than a clinical assessment. In a 
nine-week study completed by DeMagistris and Imber ( 1980), they looked at the 
effectiveness of the then called LSI on three groups ofrandomly selected students who 
demonstrated what they called " immature behavior·· patterns w ithin a self-contained 
residential setting. These behaviors included class interruptions, refusals to follow 
directions, confrontations, arguing and work interruptions. Group I received LS I for four 
weeks followed by no LSI. Group 2 was not given LSI until day 26 of the study, keeping 
them at baseline, while Group I was already participating in the interviews. The third 
group was used as the control group, and received no LSI. 
The result of this study showed a decrease of 33% in disruptive behavior for 
Group I in the first 8 days of the study. Similarly, Group 2 also showed a 25% decrease 
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in disruptive behavior even though they were not receiving any LS I. Researchers 
theorized that the improvements from Group I were impacting the overall behavior of the 
class, possibly accounting for the decrease in the disruptive behavior of Group 2 . During 
the next eight weeks of the study, when LS I was continued with Group I and added to 
Group 2, the decrease in behavior problems was 67% for the first group and 45% for the 
second. DeMagistris and Imber also considered the impact of LSI on the math, science 
and reading performance of the students by recording amount of time on task, increase in 
items completed and accuracy of those results within individual assignments. The 
outcome for Groups I and 2 showed improvements in all areas. 
DeMagistris and Imber saw the implication of their results to other areas of the 
students' lives and therefore proposed using LSI within a classroom. Based on 
significant findings of this and other related research, Long and Feeser worked together 
to expand the components of the training program which finally became the LSCI 
program used in schools today (Long, Morse, Feeser & Newman, 2007). 
Dawson (200 I) kept to the classroom while conducting her research by drawing 
pat1icipants for a study from ew York City District 75, a district that serves over one 
million students and is the largest public school district in the United States. At the time 
of the study, 161,000 of District 75 students were identified as needing special education 
services with 12,000 of those special education students being classified as emotionally 
disturbed. Even though Dawson stated that public school systems are rarely places where 
research is can-ied out due to legal. financial. administrative, staff and parental issues. she 
believed however, for LSCl training to be seen as '·best practice-- with troubled students, 
a research-based study in just such a setting was needed. T his study moved the research 
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of the effectiveness of LCSI from the private sector of a residential setting to the public 
school venue. 
The schools of choice for Dawson's research were two special education sites 
serving the emotionally disturbed population. W ithin that population, an experimental 
and a control group were randomly selected from two matched junior high school 
populations. Pre and post testing consisting of a Staff Satisfaction Survey created by 
Dawson and two colleagues provided comparison of results. 
The experimental group consisted of 38 males and 6 females; 27 African -
American and 17 Hispanic students. The control group was composed of 36 m ales and 
l l females; 29 African - American and 18 Hispanic students. Although Dawson's study 
contained additional key demograph ic variables beyond gender and racial distribution 
such as age, social economic status and level of emotional disability, she noted no 
significant differences found within these two groups on any of the variables mentioned. 
The experimental school sample received the 40 hour LSCJ course in professional 
development in contrast to the control school which only received consultation to help 
them develop their own model of classroom management for challenging behaviors. 
Over three consecutive semesters, the expe1imental group in Dawson's study 
showed: a reduction by half in the average number of student behavioral c1isis per month 
from 0.95 to 0.42, a decrease in student suspens ions from 25% to 5%, an 86% increase in 
student attendance for the LS Cl group compared to 74% of those subjects in the control 
group, and no students transfened to more restricti ve environments. In addition, the 
abil ity of the expe1imental group students to mainstream into the General Education 
community moved from 13% before LSCJ to 41 % after. The most encouraging data 
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from her research however, was the 27% transfer rate of students from the experimental 
group to a less restrictive environment. This was a significant contrast to the 2% transfer 
rate of the control group and, according to Dawson, reflected the federal IDEA (1997) 
mandates of education of students with disabilities in the least reshictive environments. 
Moreover, for her control group, behavioral crises increased where suspensions, 
attendance rates, ability to mainstream, or opportunities to move students to less 
restrictive placements either remained the same, showed minimal improvement 
(suspensions decreased 6% in the control group compared to 20% in the experimental 
group), or showed negative outcomes. Transfers of students to more restrictive 
environments increased 6% for those students in the control group. 
In the outcome measures related to staff changes, Dawson's research stated that 
100% of teachers in the experimental group reported improved skills and confidence in 
managing a student in crisis. During direct interviews with teachers in the experimental 
group, these staff members not only reported improvement in their level of skills in 
managing crisis, but also affirmed that the LSCI training helped them to understand why 
their students behaved in ways that contributed to the crisis escalation. Although the 
greatest emphasis of her study was similar to the DiMagistris and Imber research which 
concentrated on the impact of LSCI on student results. the data collected during these 
interviews highlighted the outcome of LSCl on teacher efficacy and self-confidence 
when dealing with classroom crisis. 
Topic Ana~ysis 
Since the theory and research of the LSCI model is an integration of 
psychodynamic (inner forces affecting behavior), developmental, behavioral, cogni tive, 
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a nd social learning p1inciples, it differs from other classroom management models in that 
the focus is not on contaimnent, coercion and control. ln contrast, LSCI teaches 
therapeutic stre ngth-based intervention using a studenf s crisis, as an opportunity for 
personal insight and accountability (Long ct a l.. 1998). This insight and accountabi lity 
pertains to both the student and the staff member, making the training self-reflective as 
well as interactive. LSCI instructs educators to use naturally occurring problems to teach 
youth more effective coping skills and alternatives to aggression and disrespect. 
According to Dawson, the LSCI model involves strategies for teachers to connect and 
teach children in crisis helping them to understand and to change chronic patterns of self-
defeating th ink ing and behavior that have not changed, through traditional behavior 
management interventions. 
Guskcy's (2006) research strengthened Dawson's findings by connecting the 
learning of ski lls to the introduction of researched-based staff development, to reduce a 
learning gap. Rationale for this gap between training and the reality of teaching brings 
the candidate back to Yeenman's description of the environments where new teachers arc 
generally placed which include being given unfamiliar content, more difficult classes and 
less able students. Guskey maintained that this regression discovered in the research is 
not because the teachers are afraid of change, but because they believe the change may 
cause additional pr:oblems within thei r classrooms. 
Summa1'.V and Conclusion 
As discovered in the review of the literature. there is agreement within the 
research that managing classroom discipline and crises continues to create high levels of 
stress and low confidence levels for education professionals. As a result of this lack of 
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self-efficacy, these professionals may resort to more punitive responses to behaviors 
resulting in more cycl ic negative behavior patterns from students. 
This current study consisted of educational professionals trained in LSCI in an 
effort to explore the possible relationships between their perceived beliefs in self-efficacy 
regarding behavior intervention and any correlation of that belief to their readiness to 
differentiate their responses to individual students during classroom crisis, by not 
engaging in unsuccessful, punitive interventions. Through demographic questions 
concerning years of experience with LSCI, the use of the six-step LSCI sequence, and 
perceptions about the LSCJ training, this study also explored a possible relationship of 
LSCI training to self-efficacy and readiness within the status groupings. 
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology 
General Perspecti1•e 
A group of 184 educational professionals from special and regular education K-1 2 
programs and day treatment K-12 programs, was asked to participate in a quantitative 
correlational study. This study examined the relationship between the status of education 
professionals trained in Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI), years of experience, their 
perceived beliefs concerning self-efficacy in managing classroom crisis and their 
readiness (ability and willingness) to consider alternative non-puniti ve approaches to 
these crises situations. 
The researcher explored possible links between the dependent variable of 
readiness of educational professionals trained in the skills of LSCI regarding ability and 
willingness to consider alternative, less punitive classroom management intervention 
techniques, and the independent variables of their level of perceived self-efficacy in 
classroom management and status. For comparisons, teaching assignments. status, and 
years of experience of the participants were collected with demograph ic questions 
(Questions 94 to 96) along with perceived readiness (abil ity and willingness) to teach 
students with chal lenging behaviors. In addit ion, characteristics such as frustration level 
with classroom management were also included (Question 97). More demographic 
questions were a ked concerning LSCl to provide specific data for thi s research study 
and to facilitate future research should any s ignificance in this additional area be found. 
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After examining the overall relationship between the vaiiables, the researcher considered 
sub-groups that reported higher self-efficacy and lower-self-efficacy and compared those 
groups. 
A non-experimental ex-post facto study seemed an appropriate choice since the 
researcher was looking to the past for the possible cause of a cu1Tcnt circumstance. When 
such a study is used properly, it can be a powerful data resource tool (Patten, 2007). 
Research Context 
The researcher conducted this study with educational professionals from a variety 
of K-12 settings in upstate New York (urban and rural districts, special education s ites 
and day treatments). The Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing Challenging Classroom 
Behaviors (Baker, 2002), adapted from two previously administered surveys (Browers & 
Tomic, 1999; Bullock, Ellis & Wilson, 1994), was used to assess the level of self-efficacy 
and readiness of the participants who had completed the LSCl training. Baker's survey, 
prior to a pilot study, was presented to practitioners and scholars considered to be experts 
in the education field. Feedback from these experts provided Baker with suggestions to 
heighten validity and reliability. Construct validity was explored and an exploratory 
factor analysis was completed. Reliabi lity was assessed by Cronbach's alpha and the 
overa11 reliability of the instrument, exclusive of the demographic questions, was .9579. 
The two main sca les of self-efficacy (.8813) and readiness (.9566) a lor1g with the 
readiness subscales of ability (.9343) and willingness (.9458) were also seen as very 
reliable. The pilot s tudy that followed these psychometric considerations indicated no 
need for substantial modification of the instrument to produce a valid, reliable. and usable 
study tool (Baker, 2002). 
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Research Participants 
The research participants for the study were educational professionals trained in 
the skills of LSCl in the years from 2001 lo 2008. Although participants may had been 
trained at different time intervals, the authors of the LSCI training program have 
restricted enfranchisement to those practitioners who have met the author's rigid 
requirements, which includes mandated reevaluation and recertification every three years 
(Dawson, 200 I). As a result, every effort was made to present fonnat, content and 
assessment of the participants· skills within the training, as consistently as possible over 
the years. This consistency was reinforced by the fact that all participants were trained 
by the researcher. 
The study participants had all been taught six stages of LSCl skills training 
incorporating 26 competencies which were modeled and practiced (see Appendix A). 
The first three stages involved diagnostic skills, and the remaining three stages 
represented reclaiming skills. Each stage represented a sequential learning milestone, 
from the first phases of behavioral crisis where the behavior of the student must be 
managed, to the end of the c1isis where staff reintroduces the student to the classroom. 
Jnstrumenl Used in Data Collection 
The design used in data collection was a non-probability. cross-sectional survey 
with data collected at one point over a specified time period. Since mailed questionnaires 
are noto1ious for low response rates (Patten. 2007). a link to The Teacher Readiness Scale 
for Managing Challenging Classroom Behai·iors S11rrer (Baker, 2002) was electronically 
made available\ ia e-mail to all potential participants for a 32-day period from April 20, 
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2009 to May 2 .I, 2009. Four reminders were sent via e-mai l during the survey period to 
improve response rates. 
Prior to sending the survey link, the researcher sent a Participant Info1mation 
Letter (see Appendix C) via e-mail introducing the researcher. explain ing the research 
project, its goals and benefits, and directions on how to log in to the survey, navigate the 
survey and submit the survey. In addition, letters were sent through standard mail to any 
potential participants whose e-mail addresses were not readily availab le to the researcher 
at the time of the study. For potential participants whose e-mails were never received as 
a result of this mailing, a second mailing was generated with a link to the survey or the 
option of sending a completed survey to the researcher in a stamped self-addressed 
envelope via standard mail. 
As part of the self-efficacy and readiness survey questions, information was also 
collected at the end of the survey concerning demographics of the participants, and how 
these participants currently viewed their personal experience with LSCI training. For the 
purpose of this study, the directions for completing the survey, the type of demographic 
questions. and the inclusion of questions concerning the LSCI training were a 
modification of this survey by permission of the survey author. 
The LSCI questions were included to give pai1icipants an oppo11unity to express 
their perceptions about levels of success concerning the understanding, application, and 
transfer of the skills presented during the LSCI training. This additional info1111ation 
provided options for sub-grouping once the surveys were completed. 
Although re ponders to the survey were not reimbursed for their participation. a 
modest incentive was offered. If they chose, they could have their names placed in a 
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raffle drawing for three $25 Visa gift cards. The raffle took place following the deadline 
date for completion of the data collection process. 
Protection of Human Subjects 
The survey instrument and data analysis procedures used in this study were 
carefully developed to minimize risks and discomfort. The research falls under standard 
daily practice and is within the realm of infonning instruction and professional practice. 
Participants were told that if at any time they began to feel uncomfortable with the 
content of the questions, or desired not to answer any more questions, they could stop the 
survey. If that occurred, they were assured that their survey data would not be used in the 
study. 
None of the information obtained during the course of this study will be 
attributable to the participants, their place of employment or personal residence. All data 
and associate information were obtained on secure computers and kept in confidence with 
no one having access with the exception of a data input person and the researcher. Data 
from the study was placed under lock and key fo llowing completion of the study where it 
w ill remain, for a period of three years. 
Daw Analysis 
Quantitative approaches identify a dependent variable or variables (for the 
purpose of this study self-efficacy and readiness of response) to determine if one or more 
independent variables (for the purpose of this study: status of educational professionals, 
years of experience, LSCI training) influences. impacts or alters the dependent variables. 
In addition, the population of participants was divided into three categories of 
stratification which included teachers, teaching assistants and other. The category of 
"? 
.)_ 
"other", the result of combining administrators wi th educational staff who d id not fi t the 
description of teacher or teaching assistant, was done to ensure sufficient numbers of 
participants per cell of the desired one third of the total number (70) of actual 
participants. 
For the quantitative analysis, the researcher used descriptive and inferential 
measures to simpl ify and categorize the different aspects of the data. The data were 
analyzed using a combination of correlation, t-tests of independent means, one-way 
Analysis of Covariant (A COY A) and descriptive measures such as mean, standard 
deviation and frequencies. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was 
used to analyze the data collected. 
Summmy of Methodology 
This chapter has explained the quantitative method used in this study to determine 
if status and years of experience of educational professionals trained in LSCT has an 
impact on perceived beliefs in self-efficacy in classroom management. This method was 
chosen to also answer questions about LSCI in relationship to self-efficacy and readiness 
that have been missing from the literature. This study included education professionals 
who work daily in challenging classroom environments with students who have a wide 
range of academic and behavioral needs. lnfonnation from this study was collected using 
The Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing Challenging Classroom Behal'iors Survey 
(Baker. 2002). 
Teacher arc expected to respond to behavior crises in the classroom with limited 
or no training in the area of behavior management. As research findi ngs identify factors 
that contribute to classroom management issues and teacher frustrations, the possib le 
mismatch between preparation and actual working conditions becomes more apparent 
(McCann and Johannessen. 2004). Subsequently, investigating training that can support 
self-efficacy and readiness for teachers who are struggling or arc unsure of how to 
approach a classroom crisis is critical. 
The findings of Long, Feeser and Brendtro (1998) supported that trad itional 
s trategies for discipline fail dramatically with significant numbers of highly troubled 
s tudents because these students do not improve or benefit from interventions that 
implement punishment or exclusion. ln as much as an intervention in classroom 
management cannot be scripted for teachers (Long et al., 1998), a logical plan of 
communication based on a s trength-based approach to crisis seems to support the 
candidate· s firs t research question asked: What is the relationship between the status of 
educational professionals (teachers, teaching assistants and others) trained in LSCI, and 
their perceived beliefs concerning self-efficacy in managing classroom behavior? The 
second research question sought to answer: What is the relationship of this perceived 
self-efficacy on the readiness (ability and willingness) of these professionals to consider 
alternative discipline decisions when managing classroom behavior? The third research 
questions examined: What is the re lationship between years of experience of educationa l 
professionals and thei r beliefs concerning perceived self-efficacy in managing classroom 
behavior, and their readiness to consider alternative discipline decisions to meet the 
individual needs of s tudents? 
Research data may have implications for student referrals. incident rep011s. 
increased job satisfaction and confidence, and teacher understanding and approach to 
crisis situations. The outcome of this study hopefully acids to the cu1Tent knowledge base 
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sun-ounding: new teacher preparation, professional development supports for new and 
veteran staff, and a lternative intervention approaches with behaviorally challenging 
students. 
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Table 3.1 
Methodology Summary 
Research Questions Analysis Method 
What are the participants' perceptions of their own 
self-efficacy? Is there a d ifference depending upon 
the status (teacher, teaching assistant, other) of those 
participants? 
What is the relationship between participants' 
perceptions of self-efficacy, and their perception 
of readiness (ability and willingness) for 
differentiating behavior intervention? Do years of 
expe1ience impact on self-efficacy and readiness? 
Is the participants' status (teacher, teaching assistant, 
other) significantly related to perceived readiness? 
ls there a relationship between educational 
Profess ionals· perceptions of their own self-efficacy 
and the value they placed on their LSCI training? 
What types of behavioral intervention techniques are 
educational professionals ready (able and willing) 
to use? 
Survey 
Questions 
Items 1-23 
Items 1-23 
(IV) 
Items 24-93 
(DY) 
Jterns 95-96 
(IV) 
Items 101-
103 
Items 24-93 
Location of 
Data 
Descriptive 
Frequency 
chart/mean and 
standard deviation 
Correlation scatter 
plot 
MANOVA 
ANCOVA 
Correlation 
(Spearman rho, 
Pearson) 
Bar Graph 
MANOYA 
Correlation 
A OVA 
Descriptive 
cha1t/mean and 
standard deviation 
IV-Independent Variable DY- Dependent Variable 
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Chapter 4: Results 
In Chapter 4, descriptive summaries regarding educational professionals" 
perceptions of thci r own self-efficacy and preferences fo r behavioral intervention 
techniques they arc ready to use are reported. In addition, a correlation between perceived 
self-efficacy and readiness for differentiating behavioral intervention to meet the needs of 
individual students, along with the impact of LSCI training on these variables is also 
presented. Corrclational and descriptive data are presented to examine the impact of self-
efficacy on readiness (ability and willingness) of educational professionals to differentiate 
discipline to meet the individual needs of students. 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine the status of educational professionals 
(teachers, teaching assistants and others) trained in LSCI, and thei r beliefs concerning 
perceived self-efficacy in managing classroom behaviors, and the relationship of those 
beliefs to their readiness (ability and willingness) to consider individualized, alternative, 
non-punitive approaches to intervention with students. In addition, the researcher 
consi der~d subgroups that reported high sci f-cfficacy, low self-efficacy and readiness, and 
compared those groups in years of experience and the value they placed on LSCI in their 
current work settings. 
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Description of Sample 
For this research, educational professionals were surveyed using the Teacher 
Readiness Scale for Managing Classroom Behaviors (Baker, 2002). In this researcher' s 
study, the Cronbach Alpha value for the self-efficacy questions was .924 and for the 
readiness questions was .974. Prior to the development of the original survey, content 
validity was established by Baker (2002) through feedback from four experts in the fields 
of special education and general education. Suggestions from these experts for 
clarification and format adjustments were used by Baker to heighten validity (2002). Face 
validity was also established by Baker through discussions with pilot participants, while 
construct validity was examined by exploring variances in individual responses related to 
demographic data (2002). The intent of maintaining Baker's original grouping of Likert-
type scaled questions, with the exclusion of the demographic items, was to maintain the 
validity already established for this survey. 
This study was a non-experimental ex-post facto study of professionals from a 
variety of K-l 2 settings in upstate New York that included urban and rural districts, with 
both regular and special education sites along with day treatment facilities. All educational 
professionals included in the research had been previously trained in the skills of Life 
Space Ciis is Intervention (LSCI). Of the 184 possible participants, 70 completed the 
survey, rendering an overall response rate of 38%. When the surveys were completed, 
participants were coded to determine the areas of primary teaching assignment as related to 
regular education or special education (survey question 94). As a result of this coding, it 
was determined that 10% of the pa11icipants in the survey held their primary teaching 
assignment in the area of regular education. and 84.3% in the area of special education. 
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Additional cases of incorrect response data to question 94, where participants chose more 
than one answer, resulted in data from 5.7% of participants to be discarded by tl1e 
researcher for teaching assignment results. 
S11rrey Res11/ts 
Stratification cells presented in Table 4. J are representative of the status of 
educational professionals from the various locations and their years of experience. This 
stratification process was utilized to insure a balance of participants in each of the three 
status areas of teacher, teaching assistant and other. TI1e category of ··other .. was the result 
of combining administrators with educational staff who did not fi t the description of 
teacher or teaching assistant. Of the total number of participants in the sample, more 
teaching assistants, 40%, responded to the survey than did teachers, 34.3%, or those, 
25.7%, in the category of other. 
Teachers (n = 8) made up one third of participants with ten years or less experience 
(see Table 4.1 ). A greater percentage, 65. 7%, of educational professionals in this study 
had I 0 years or more experience in the sample than those, 34.3%, with 1-1 O years of 
expenence. 
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Table 4.1 
Stratification Cells of Educational Professionals (n = 70) 
Educational 
Professionals 
Year of experience Years of experience 
Status 1-10 years I 0 years or more 
Teacher 11 =24 n = 8 n = 16 
(34.3%) (33.3%) (34.8%) 
Teaching Assistant n =28 n = 10 n = 18 
(40%) (41.7%) (39. 1%) 
Other n =18 n = 6 n = 12 
(25.7%) (25%) (26. 1%) 
Considering the three status groups (teacher, teaching assistant and other), 
participants rated themselves high (m =78.61, sd = 7.57)) for perceived self-efficacy in 
managing difficult behavior in the classroom (questions 1-23) and high (m = 237.3, sd = 
24.98) on their readiness to consider alternative approaches to discipline (questions 24-
93). In addition, a Spearman rho correlation coefficient was calculated for the 
relationship between the status of participants, and beliefs about self-efficacy. No 
significant relationship was found (r(2) = -.068. p > .05) for participants between their 
status (teacher, teach ing assistant or other), and their beliefs in self-efficacy for managing 
behavior in the classroom. Jn addition, a Pearson correlation was calculated examining 
the relationship between status and readincs . o significant relationship was found (r(2) 
= - 124, p > .05) between status. and readiness to consider alternative intervention 
techniques when dealing with challenging student behavior as detailed in Figure 4.1 on 
the following page. 
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Figure 4. l 
Bar Graph/or Subject Status Correlation to Selj:E_/jicacy and Readiness 
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A Wilks' Lambda multivariate analysis of variance (MA 'OVA) test was used to 
examine subject status and years of experience ( l- 10 years and I 0 years or more). 
Subject status had no significant effect on self-efficacy (F( 15,5903)=.408, p = 
.80). However, when coupled with years of experience, there was a significant difference 
in beliefs in self-efficacy between teachers with 1-10 years of experience and those with 
10 years of experience or more (F(9 I 5,5903)=5.55, p = .006). 
Follow-up univariate ANOVAs, when the results of the two dependent variables 
of self-efficacy and readiness were considered separately. indicated the only difference 
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to reach statistical significance was the total score fo r self-efficacy (F ( 1,68) = 10.10, p = 
.002), partial eta squared = .136). Self-efficacy scores were generally higher with 
increased years of experience. An inspection of the mean scores indicated that with 
increased years of experience, self-efficacy scores also increased (m = 80.56, sd = 7.39). 
A two by two between-groups analysis of covariance (A COVA) was also 
conducted on the data (Figure 4.2). For this analysis the independent variables were the 
status of the subjects and the years of experience. The dependent variables were the total 
scores on self-efficacy and the covariant was the total scores on readiness. The analysis 
suppo11ed the main effect of years of experience as established by other analyses and 
established that there was no interaction effect. Figure 4.2 illustrates the Jack of 
interaction. It also illustrates the means on se lf-efficacy did not differ to any degree when 
the teaching assistants are broken into two groups by years of teaching experience. 
Figure 4.2 
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The dependent variables were the total scores on self-efficacy and the cova1iant 
was the total scores on readiness. The analysis supported the main effect of years of 
experience as established by other analyses and established that there was no interaction 
effect. Figure 2 illustrates the Jack of interaction. It also illustrates that the means for 
self-efficacy did not differ to any degree when the teaching assistants are broken into two 
groups by years of teaching experience. 
In considering the Demographic infonnation concerning LSCl, Table 4.2 
indicates that there was no significant relationship between the value participants placed 
on LSCI (questions I 01-103) and their total perceived beliefs concerning self-efficacy 
r(2), = .148, p > .05, r(2), = .206, p > .05 and r(2), = . 171 , p > .05. In contrast, however, 
for those same questions there was a moderately strong relationship between participants' 
total readiness to consider alternative intervention techniques, and the value they placed 
on their LSCI training r(2), = .394, p < .0 I, r(2), = .405, p < .01 and r(2), = .240, p < .05. 
Table 4.2 
Nonparametric Correlation Between Value Placed by Participants on LSCI Training, 
and Self Efficacy or Readiness 
LSCI Self-Efficacy Readiness 
Survey Questions 
10 I. I use the LSCI six-step sequence . . 148 .394** 
I 02. I feel LSCI has equipped me with skills for my work. .206 .405** 
I 03. l would recommend LSCI training to colleagues. .171 .240* 
Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Figure 4.3 
Correlation Scatter Plot for Se(fEfficacy and Readiness 
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Figure 4.3 represents a scatter plot used to examine the relationship between 
participant's perceptions of self-efficacy, and their perceptions of readiness for 
differentiating behavior intervention. Although the plot shows considerable variations, 
there is a linear progression representing a moderately strong Pearson correlation (r(2) = 
.563, p < .0 l) between self-efficacy and readiness (r(2) = .563, p < .01 ). As the 
confidence in classroom management increased, so did the readiness of participants to 
consider differentiated behavior intervention for students. 
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Perspectives on Se((-E.fficacy 
The first section of the survey (questions 1-23) aligned with the researcher's first 
question: What is the relationship between the status of educational professionals 
(teachers, teaching assistants and others) trained in LSCI, and their perceived beliefs 
concerning self-efficacy in managing classroom behavior? The initial questions in this 
section focused on the educational professionals' management of disruptive classroom 
behavior, ability to engage reluctant students in lessons and their confidence in 
communicating wi th peers and administrators for guidance and suppo11 with behavior 
problems. 
Partic ipants in the study, as detailed in Table 4.3 on the fo llowing page, reported 
the highest levels of self-efficacy in seeking assistance with problem from their 
colleagues (m= 3.74, sd= .440). There was a drop in confidence for these pa1ticipants in 
their ability to reach difficult students (m = 3.03, sd = .742) and to keep those difficult 
students engaged in their lessons (m = 3.04, sd = .600). 
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Table 4.3 
Descriptire S11mma1yfor Se(f-Efficacy Questions (n = 70) 
Survey Questions M SD 
Highest to Lowest Value 
(Selected Questions Onfv.from se(f-efficacy questions 1-23) 
7. I can find colleagues with whom I can ta lk about problems at work. 3.74 .440 
3. I am confident that, if necessary, l can ask my colleagues for advice. 3.71 .486 
21. I know what rules are appropriate for my students. 3.63 .516 
20. When it is necessary, I am able to ask a colleague for assistance. 3.63 .487 
19. If I feel confronted by a problem with which my colleagues can help 3.59 .496 
me, I am able to approach them. 
11. I am confident that, if necessary, I can get the principal to help me. 3.50 .608 
9. I can communicate to students that I am serious about getting 3.49 .531 
appropriate behavior. 
13. I am able to make my expectations clear to my students. 3.47 .531 
8. I can take adequate measures that are necessary to keep activities 3.43 .527 
running efficiently. 
2 . I am able to approach my principal if I want to talk about problems at 3.40 .623 
work (includes assistant principa ls as well). 
14. I am able to respond adequately to challenging students. 3.36 .483 
4. There are very few students that I cannot handle. 3.36 .539 
23. I am able to begin the scholastic year so that students will learn to 3.34 .508 
behave wet I. 
I. If a student disrupts the lesson. I am able to redirect him/her quickly. 3.29 .486 
16. I can keep a few problem students from ruining an entire class. 3.21 .535 
17. If students stop working, I can put them back on track. 3.1 9 .460 
12. I can keep defiant students involved in my lessons. 3.04 .600 
5. I can get through to the most difficult students. 3.03 .742 
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Perspectives on Readiness 
The second section of the survey (questions 24-93) aligned with the third research 
question that investigated the readiness (ability and willingness) of pa11icipants to 
consider alternative, individualized approaches with behavior intervention. The initial 
questions in this section focused on the educational professionals· use of more varied 
intervention techniques based on student need, the ability to recognize and analyze target 
behaviors and antecedents to those behaviors, the abi lity to collaborate with colleagues 
on classroom management, willingness to use conflict resolutions skills and ability to 
seek assistance from outside agencies or consultants. 
Participants in the study, as detailed in Table 4.4 on the following page, reported 
the highest levels ofreadiness in their abili ty and willingness to use a variety of behavior 
management model techniques (m= 3.70, sd = .462) (see Table 4.4). There was a drop in 
readiness scores for the ability of these participants to seek the help of outside agencies or 
consultants (m = 2.81, sd = .597). They were however, moderately willing to access 
these consultants (m= 3.46, sd = .674). The wi llingness to seek guidance from colleagues 
remained high (m 3.73, sd = .448). 
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Table 4.4 
Descriptive Summary .for Readiness Questions (n = 70) 
Survey Questions Highest to Lowest Value M SD 
(Selected Questions Only from readiness questions 24-93) 
91. l am willing to collaborate with colleagues to support students with 3. 73 .448 
emotional and behavioral needs. 
92. lam willing to consult effectively with colleagues and administrators. 3.71 .455 
82. I am willing to use various behavior management models/techniques. 3.70 .462 
24. I am able to use a variety of non-aversive techniques (e.g., voice 3 .70 .462 
modulation, facial expression, planned ignoring, proximity control, 
tension release). 
83. I am will ing to apply problem solving and conflict resolution skills. 3.69 .498 
63 . I am willing to use various behavior management techniques; 3.66 .508 
behavior modification, life-space interview, and natural consequences. 
81 . 1 am willing to use role playing as a behavior management techniques. 3 .64 .483 
62. I am willing to implement a consistent classroom routine. 3.61 .51 9 
68. lam willing to self-evaluate my own teaching and classroom 3.61 .51 9 
management skills and use the results constructively. 
90. I am willing to recognize the collaborative relationship of special 3.60 .522 
education and general education. 
80. I am willing to document student behaviors using a variety of systems. 3 .53 .531 
71. I am willing to designate certain student behaviors as either approp1iate 3 .50 .584 
or inapprop1iate for a specified age group based on observation and 
social validation. 
93. I am willing to access specialists from outside agencies as consultants. 
31 . I am able to implement a positive reinforcement plan to change and /or 
maintain behavior for a classroom setting. 
25. I am able to maintain pupil attention while presenting reinforcement. 
51. I am able to explain the rationale, program components, operation, 
and evaluation of the behavioral techniques l use. 
49. 1 am able to apply the theory behind reinforcement techn iques to adjust 
interventions as needed to meet the behavioral needs of individual 
students. 
3.46 .674 
3.41 .625 
3.31 .498 
3.14 .597 
3.16 .673 
38. I am able to develop and implement a reinforcement hierarchy for each 3.01 .551 
student. 
58. I am able to access speciali sts from outside agencies and consultants. 
39. I am able to use different reinforcement schedules (e.g., fixed-ratio, 
variable interval, etc). 
2.90 
2.81 
.819 
.597 
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Sumrna1y o.f Results 
A significant relationship was established through correlation between beliefs in 
self-efficacy to manage classroom behavior and readiness (ability and willingness) to 
consider alternative, individualized intervention to meet the needs of each student. Status 
(teacher, teaching assistant and other), did not impact on perceived beliefs in self-efficacy 
or readiness. However. years of experience within those status areas showed a significant 
difference for teachers in their self-efficacy beliefs to manage classroom behavior which 
increased significantly if these teachers had been in their positions for I 0 years or more. 
There was no significant change in beliefs in self-efficacy for teaching assistants who had 
been in their positions 1-10 years or I 0 years or more. 
The results from the data obtained from the survey indicated a moderately strong 
relationship bet\veen perceived self-efficacy in managing classroom behavior and 
readiness to consider individualized alternative behavior intervention techniques for 
students. Adding to that correlation is the impact of increased years of experience on 
perceptions of self-efficacy and readiness. Both were shown to increase for those 
participants who had I 0 years or more experience. Status of participants showed no 
relationship to self-efficacy or readiness. In addition, although the value participants 
placed on LSCI did not show a significant relationship to self-efficacy, there was, 
however, a moderately strong relationship between pa11icipants· total read iness to 
consider alternative intervention technique . and the value they placed on their LSCJ 
training. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
In this fina l chapter, an overview o f the cuJTent study is presented including the 
tools used, the design of the study and demographics of participants involved in the 
research. A discussion about the study includes conclusions d rawn regarding the 
s tatistical results of the research and implications of the findings. Limitations noted in 
the study and recommendations for further research are also included. 
Discussion and Findings 
For the last 30 years, discipline in America 's schools has been a major concern of 
the general public (Elam, Rose & Gallup, 1996). This concern has been heightened by 
the exodus of one-third of new teachers from the profession within the first three years of 
their employment (National Commission on Teaching in America's Future (NCTAF, 
2003 ). Furthermore, departure of teachers has been due, in part, to both a lack of 
preparation and growing frustration surrounding the demands of 2 151 century schools. 
More than 50.000 teachers nationaJJy from all grade levels, indicated that having better 
control over children· s classroom behavior would be a reason for them to be satisfied 
with teaching and to cause them to want to remain in the profession (Nat ional Center for 
Education Stati stics ( CES), 1997). This ''trauma·· as Veenman ( 1984) rcfetTed to it, 
came about from the professionals· transitional collision of realities from pre-service 
ideals of life in the classroom, to the actual classroom expe1ience. Moreover, although 
the focus of teaching is expected to be academic in nature, today' s teachers have found 
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themselves spending more instructional time on classroom discipline. Even the addition 
of teaching assistants, whose instructional support is considered to be crucia lly important 
by teachers in both general and special education (French, 200 I), has not altered the level 
of stress experienced by these teachers in the day-to-day interactions of classroom 
management. This trauma causes support staff within the classroom to rate classroom 
management as highly problematic for them as it is for the teachers they are there to 
assist (Riggs, 200 I). Marginal preparation for managing behavior in the classroom 
creates self-doubt for educational professionals when they encounter more chaJlenging 
students. As a result, many of these same educational professionals engage in 
unsuccessful punitive interventions if they lack belief in their self-efficacy regarding 
management of classroom behavior. Further, they are also deficit in readiness skills to 
consider alternative interventions for individual students. Moreover, these punitive, 
traditional methods o f behavior intervention with troubled students do not free schools of 
behavior problems, or make schools safer or more conducive to learning (Long et al., 
1998; Skiba and Peterson, 2000). 
The purpose of this study was to assess educational professionals, previously 
trained in the skills of Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI), to detem1ine any 
relationship between the ir perceived self-e fficacy in managing c lassroom crises, and their 
readiness (abili ty and wi llingness) to consider individual, alternative, non-punitive 
approaches to crises in the classroom. In addition, the researcher considered subgroups 
that reported high self-efficacy and low self-efficacy and compared those groups 
regarding status (teacher, teaching assistant and other), years of experi ence ( 1-10 and I 0 
or more). value parti cipants placed on LSCI training, and the differentiating approaches 
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to behavioral intervention chosen by them. Finally, this study framed the value of training 
and preparation from the research pa11icipants · perspectives, in the area of classroom 
management. 
As a result of this current study, the problem of how educat ional professionals 
responded to misbehavior in classrooms was considered, in respect to their beliefs about 
themselves and their efficacy in dealing with this misbehavior. It also considered their 
readiness to alter their approach to behaviorally-challenging students. Furthe1more, since 
challenging behavior comes from both regular education students as well as those 
students in special education programs, both populations of educational professionals 
were included. The largest numbers o f respondents to the survey, 84.3%, however, were 
special educators. 
A significant relationship was established through correlation between beliefs in 
self-efficacy to manage classroom behavior and readiness to cons ider alternative, 
interventions to meet the needs of individual students. It was discovered that within the 
study population of educational professionals, the status (teacher, teaching assistant and 
other) of these professionals did not impact on perceived beliefs in their self-efficacy or 
their readiness. However, years of experience within those status areas show a difference 
for teachers and those who fell in the group --other .. in their self-efficacy beliefs to 
manage classroom behavior; specificall y, both status areas are generally higher. 
Moreover. this difference, increases significantly for teachers. if they are in their 
positions for I 0 year or more. 
There wa however, no significant change in beliefs in self-efficacy for teaching 
assistants in their positions 1- 10 years and I 0 years or more. The idea that self-efficacy 
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of teaching assistants is not impacted by years of experience may be due, in pari, to the 
reality that although classroom responsibilities of teaching assistants have increased over 
the years, supervision and training of these paraprofessionals have not kept up with the 
demands placed on them by their positions (Riggs, 200 I). If these teaching assistants 
perceive themselves as less prepared than the teachers with whom they work, this may 
account for no significant change in their beliefs in their own self-efficacy with years of 
experience. Since each day teaching assistants are expected to handle the same students 
in the same situations as the classroom teacher, but have fewer ski lls to do so, 
development of beliefs in self-efficacy may be negatively affected by the lack of training. 
Fu11hennore, even when people are trained in new skills, they will often revert 
back to their old patterns of practice, if implementation of these new skills does not 
produce positive and timely outcomes (Guskey, 2006). Confidence in what educational 
professionals believe about their skills connects directly to their readiness to implement 
the skills they learn. It is hard to foster these beliefs in self-efficacy when, or if, failure 
precedes their development (Bandura, 1994). 
In addition to the findings concerning status and years of experience, the value 
participants place on their Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCl) training was also 
considered. Although the participants' responses to LSCI training did not show a 
significant relationship to self-efficacy there is, however, a moderately strong relationship 
between participants· total readiness to consider alternative intervention techniques, and 
the value they place on their LSCI experience (Table 4.2). 
This study also considered in what areas participants reported the highest levels of 
self-efficacy and what types of behavioral techniques pa11icipants were ready to, able to 
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and willing to use with students when offered a vaiiety of options. Consequently, these 
findings support that, although skepticism exists among educat·ional professionals 
concerning the value of some conflict resolution programs (Posner, 1994) like LSCI, the 
pa11icipants in this study as suggested by, Garibaldi, Blanchard and Brooks ( 1998), view 
such a program as a practical answer to some of the behavioral problems they face with in 
the classroom. 
Implications a_/ Findings 
Self-efficacy and readiness. The results of The Teacher Readiness Scale for 
Managing Challenging Classroom Behaviors Survey (Baker, 2002) yielded a moderately 
strong Pearson correlation between self-efficacy (r(2) = .563, p < .01) and readiness (r(2) 
= .563, p < .0 l ). Considering the results of this current study, coupled with previous 
knowledge from a study done by Baker (2002) where a strong correlation was also found 
between these two variables, the inclusion of the development of a strong sense of self-
efficacy becomes vital to staff development trainers and executive leaders both at the 
school and higher education pre-service levels. The researcher's current findings support 
the concept that when educational professionals are able to express a belief in their self-
efficacy, they are also more ready, able and will ing to seek alternati ve, individualized 
non-punitive approaches to behavior intervention. In turn , when there is recognition that 
educational professionals who work day-to-day with more challenging students, are more 
able and willing to alter their approaches to students because of a strong sense of se lf-
efficacy, decisions to leave the profession over concerns of classroom management, and 
the discrepancies between pre-service expectations of teach ing and the actua l teaching 
experience, may be altered. 
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In contrast, if teachers believe themselves to be inadequately prepared to manage 
behavior problems in the classroom, high levels of stress result and their responses may 
actually exacerbate student misbehavior rather than improve it (Pettit, Bates & Dodge, 
1993). This increase in student misbehavior can cause more stress for these professionals 
resulting in a failure to free schools of behavior problems, or make schools safer or more 
conducive to learning (Long et al. 1998; Skiba and Peterson, 2000). Repeated 
interventions that neither produce desired outcomes of reduction in negative behaviors 
nor increase better decision-making on the part of the students can be discouraging and 
decrease motivation of educational professionals to persevere, especially within the first 
three years of their employment. 
Self-Efficacy Conclusions 
Within the area of self-efficacy, participants report that they were most 
comfortable interacting with colleagues for assistance with problems that they encounter 
within the classroom. In contrast, they were least confident about both keeping their 
more defiant students engaged in lessons, and about their ability to handle more difficult 
behavior problems. It is of interest to note, that although participants in this study 
indicate they are least confident in managing defiant students and keeping these students 
engaged in their learning, among the 70 participants who completed The Teacher 
Readiness Scale for Managing Challenging Classroom Behaviors Survey (Baker, 2002) 
for this study, all of the respondents, regardless of status, repo11ed themselves to be high 
in self-efficacy in classroom management (m =78.61, sd = 7.57). Bandura ( 1997) 
suggested that if people feel successful over a wide range of tasks, their belief in success 
or self-efficacy, at one task accounts for such belief of success at other tasks . 
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Educational professionals would recognize self-efficacy as a desirable characteristic and 
may not rate themselves lower in this area so that it does not become a possible predictor 
of failure in other areas. This thinking may have held true for the participants as they 
completed this survey, since readiness scores are also in the high range (m = 237.3, sd = 
24.98). 
Since teachers' personal efficacy is believed by Safran (1989) to be the only 
important and systematic predictor of the extent to which they believe they can manage 
student behavior, there is the possibility that study participants perceive themselves as 
more skilled in classroom management than is actually true for all. They would not want 
to be seen to falter in this area and risk the implication that it reflects other skill areas. Jt 
may also be possible since there is a significant correlation between readiness and the 
value teachers (r(2), = .394, p < .01), teaching assistants (r(2), = .405, p < .01) and others 
(r(2), = .240, p < .05) place on their LSCl training, that this positive relationship 
between training and readiness also accounts for some of their responses. With a strong 
sense of self-efficacy in their classroom management skills, educational professionals are 
more able and willing to implement behavior interventions most suited to the needs of 
their students. Since participants reported that the value they place on LSCI training has 
an impact on their readiness to implement alternative behavior interventions, this finding 
might challenge the belief that such preparation as "student teaching" alone, is enough to 
ready a teacher to face the ever growing challenges in managing the behavior of today's 
students. 
When people are faced with failure and their beliefs in their self-efficacy arc low. 
they dwell on their own deficiencies, slacken their effo11s and give up quickly in the face 
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of challenges (Bandura, 1994). Participants would not want to be viewed as incompetent 
or less confident in their understanding of how to work with challenging students or their 
readiness to alter their approaches to these students. 
Readiness Conclusions 
Within the area ofreadiness (ability and willingness), participants indicated that 
they are most willing to collaborate and consult with colleagues and administrators alike 
when dealing with problem students. They were least able, however, to identify the 
theory behind interventions they might choose, or to vary intervention techniques. These 
findings conelate with Guskey's (2006) thinking that teachers, even when they are 
trained in new skills, will often revert back to their old patterns of practice if 
implementation of these new skills is not producing positive outcomes in a timely 
manner. In addition, although participants indicated a willingness to seek outside 
consultants or agencies when they have problems with students, they consistently scored 
lower in their ability to access such support. 
This finding could challenge the practice observed by this researcher of mentoring 
educational professionals for short periods of time, who are new to the profession and 
struggling with classroom management, without the bruidance of outside consultants. If 
executive leaders in the area of education believe an extension of mentoring suppo1i is 
not improving the classroom management skills of their teachers, or outside consultants 
or agencies are too costly when there are veteran staff available, a lthough teachers may 
have the desire or wi llingness to get such help, they may be unable to secure it. School 
leaders may believe such support would weaken the professionals ' self-confidence and 
readiness, or conflict with the use of available, in-district, support. Perhaps since 
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participants of this study indicated their willingness to work with consultants, but an 
inability to access them, seeking out trained professionals to come into the buildings and 
classrooms of these educational professionals to observe them in their work 
environments, would seem to be a valuable step for executive leaders. 
The inability of educational professionals to gain access to outside consultants 
and agencies could a lso indicate that the number of skilled consultants or re liable outside 
agencies in their geographic areas is limited. This constraint would make it difficult to 
acquire these services at the time they are most needed. Moreover, the prospect of failure 
by executive leaders to facilitate this access fu rther delays the adoption of innovations in 
using consultants or outside agencies. It may also support that executive leaders may not 
be aware of whom these consultants or agencies are, what they do, or how to connect 
with them. Some leaders may also believe that consultants or outside agencies are not the 
answer to improving classroom management. 
Self-Efficacy, Readiness and Years of Experience Conclusions 
This current study shows that the mean scores (m = 80.56, sd = 7.39) indicate that 
with increased years of experience. self-efficacy scores increased for research 
participants. The more years educational professionals have to see themselves succeed 
wi th students in the area of behavior intervention, the higher they rcpo11 their self-
efficacy for managing classroom behavior. A wide range of research fie lds supp011s the 
ten-year rule that no one becomes great at what they do without at least I 0 years or more 
of very dedicated preparation (Colvin, 2008). T his perception reinforces the researchcr·s 
findings concerning years of experience. This growth rate however, does not hold true for 
all three groupings. 
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Years of experience produce no significant impact on the teaching assistants' sclf-
efficacy reporting (Figure 2). Such findings would need greater substantiation, but could 
have implications in the preparation of teaching assistants. since most rnento1ing 
programs and much of staff development are focused primarily on the teacher. Given 
that teaching assistants play a major role in classrooms with more challenging students, 
these results may be indicative of a need to consider teaching assistants when 
implementing school improvement plans. When people receive satisfaction from what 
they are doing because they see results with improved student responses and behavior, 
they work harder to make that success continue. However, if they have self-doubt about 
their efficacy, and the demands of the environment are taxing, their thinking becomes 
more en-atic, their aspirations lower and the quality of their performance deteriorates 
(Bandura, 1994). If teaching assistants fail when attempting to implement new learning 
into their classrooms because they are undertrained for the expectations of the job, they 
may see that failure as a systemic problem and become less convinced as, Guskey (2006) 
indicated, of their own perceived self-efficacy to exercise influence over current events. 
Therefore, because the teacher will ultimately be seen in the classroom as the one 
responsible for the success or failure of students. teaching assistants, although they are 
central to the classroom environment, may not report themselves improving in self-
efficacy over time because they see student success or failure as the result of the teachers · 
efforts. not their own. Consequently. with the results of this current research suppot1ing 
that a high correlation exists between self-efficacy and readiness (ability and willingness) 
to consider alternative behavior approaches to individual students, it is unrealistic to 
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expect legitimate growth in self-efficacy and readiness of teach ing assistants with 10 or 
more years of experience, without a change in their staff development training. 
limitations of Research 
This study included educational professionals previously trained in LSCI, but did 
not include a control group to account for before-and-after training results. Although this 
prevents the researcher from determining any causality of the LSCI, it does not impact on 
the ability to detem1ine a correlation of beliefs in self-efficacy to readiness or in the value 
participants place on the LSCI training. Further, the researcher is the LSCI trainer for 
these pa11icipants, presenting a possible bias in the study. However, this connection 
between participants in the study and the researcher also creates continuity in the training 
and possibly a greater willingness on the part of the study participants to complete the 
lengthy survey in full. Respondent fatigue might be a factor due to the length of the 
survey if this relationship does not exist. 
In addition, a lthough this study included educational professionals from special 
and general education sites in both rural and urban settings, the population for this study 
was small and was not the result of chance selection, making it non-randomized. 
Moreover, the largest numbers of participants were from a rural special education venue. 
This factor might result in research findings that arc not generalizable to all locatio ns. 
Lastly, the survey tool has limited use in other studies: however. the tool has a high 
reliability in both the areas of self-efficacy and readiness. 
Recommendationsfor Researchers 
Since all participants in this study arc educational professionals trained in the 
ski lls of LSCI, replication of this study using a control group not trained in these skills 
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could examine data fo r possible correlation and causative relationships of the LSCI 
training to self-efficacy and readiness in the same study-specific groupings. Further 
research could examine ways to minimize the limitations of this study by enlarging the 
number of possible participants, and when using study-specific demographic questions, 
adjusting the phrasing to better denote years of experience, rural and urban settings and 
years of education. Future researchers should develop a teaching assistant version of the 
original survey to add to the knowledge about those who have an integral part in 
classroom management application. An administrative version of the original survey 
would also bring valuable data to the level of the executive leaders within a building to be 
supportive of their needs and further promote an understanding of self-efficacy and 
readiness at their level. 
Since the majority of participants in this study are special educators, a future 
study should consider just general education classroom professionals with a wide range 
of years of expe1ience, before and after LSCI training. Such a selection could provide a 
pre and post data that could serve to better generalize findings to a broader population of 
educational professionals. 
A variation of the study could also consider a smaller group of pre-service 
pa11icipants in a longitudinal mixed-method design incorporating the quantitative survey 
used in this study and qualitative focus groupings. Such a study could extend over the 
first one to five years of their careers to detennine what types of preparation and training 
would impact their self-efficacy and readiness (ability and wil li ngness) to use 
individualized, alternative approaches to their students' behavioral challenges. what 
variety of behavioral intervention techniques they are famil iar with and incorporating into 
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their classrooms. At the end of this study, dialogue could be held with participants to 
determine how many of them plan to remain in teaching and w hat factors have 
encouraged them to stay, or may cause them to leave. If participants have left before the 
study is completed, a possible follow-up conversation with them could be considered to 
discover what influenced their decisions. 
Adding a qual itative component to a replication of this current study would 
provide an opportunity for the researcher to compare the responses of the survey to actual 
observation of classroom activity such as implementation of the LSCJ skills, referrals, in 
school and out of school suspensions and application of individualized behavior 
interventions for students. Accordingly, w ith this time in the classroom, the researcher 
can develop a bond with the educational professional and the executive leaders of the 
school to strengthen a relationship and further enhance col1aboration. 
Recommenda1ions for Educators 
Based on the findings of this study which indicate a relationship between self-
efficacy and readiness in managing challenging classroom behaviors, it becomes 
important to detennine ways to insure the development and growth of self-efficacy to 
promote readiness of educational professionals to consider alternative, non-punitive 
approaches to individualized intervention with students. A teamwork approach to 
building confidence in these educational° professionals to insure greater readiness should 
begin at the higher education level. A network should be established to connect 
professors and outside consultants and agencies who demonstrate knowledge in this area 
with pre-service educators. This link could open up the opportunity for a transi tional 
learning environment fo r these professionals from pre-service to actual c lassroom 
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service. This association should be seen as a partnership that creates a link from higher 
education, to local school districts, both large and small, urban and rural. This 
pa1inership could provide wrap-around support and reinforcement. 
Seeking out trained consultants to come into the classrooms of these educational 
professionals, either through face-to-face contact or by offering easy access through 
phone contact, e-mails, shared visitations and individualized on-sight training, seems a 
valuable step for executive leaders of schools. This alliance could open oppo1iunities for 
collaborative grants to seek ways to: promote greater self-efficacy, vary approaches to 
crisis intervention, and implement proactive strategies, with the hope ofreducing and 
ideally eliminating the types of disruptive behavioral reactions by students that can be 
intensified by less confident and less trained staff. 
With a stronger beginning into the profession and greater connections to skilled 
professionals, it may reduce the years required as this research suggests, for educational 
professionals like the participants in this study to develop beliefs about their own self-
efficacy. Therefore, the likelihood that readiness to consider individually unique 
approaches to students' behavioral challenges may improve. Programs should be in place 
that provide regular feedback to teachers and teaching assistants as to their behavioral 
skills with students and progress they are making within this area. Teaching ass istants 
and other paraprofessionals should be included in the Stra.tegic Plans of districts to 
indicate their value and to establi sh a sequential avenue for training and improving their 
skill levels. Such inclusion of al l educational professionals can build a professional 
community within a school creating a population of professionals more able and willing 
to make changes to their approaches to each student based on higher levels of skills and 
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an understanding behind the theory of the interventions they are selecting. As a result, 
school districts could see less referrals of students fo r more extensive services, fewer 
detentions and suspensions, a decreased drop-out rate, and higher graduation numbers. 
With such recommendations in place, the focus of intervention is no longer on 
containment, coercion and control. The focus now becomes taking the problems that 
occur in the lives of students and using learned, practiced and reinforced skills to teach 
these students more effective coping skills and alternatives to aggression and disrespect. 
Conclusion 
Teachers experience significant job stress when facing the real ities of the 
behavioral challenges of today's students. As a result of that stress, their beliefs in their 
self-efficacy and readiness (ability and willingness) to consider individualized, non-
punitive approaches to students are impacted. Yet, the academic research supports that 
current methods of training and preparation of pre-service and veteran educational 
professionals does not meet the demand of these challenging situations. 
The emerging body ofresearch, begun as early as the 1950' s, illustrates that 
although the concern over challenging behaviors is seen as an ongoing problem as well as 
a contributor to teachers leaving their employment, and in some cases, their profession, it 
is not changing the cuITent system enough to alter the outcome for today"s students. 
However, only in the past 15 years has that research placed the focus of success 
and change in people on perceived beliefs in self-efficacy. Despite the growing attention 
on classroom management, the research to date, does not include the correlation of self-
efficacy with readiness for educational professionals (teacher, teaching assistant or other) 
with 1-10 or I 0 or more years of experience who have all been trained in the ski lls of 
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LSCI. The current research attempts to bridge some knowledge gaps about how status, 
years of experience, and value placed on training impacts educational practices. 
The purpose of this cmTent study was to assess educational professionals 
previously trained in the skills of LSCI, to dete1mine any relationship between their 
perceived self-efficacy in managing classroom c ri ses, and their readiness (ability and 
willingness) to consider individual, alternative, non-punitive approaches to crises in the 
classroom. In addition, the researcher considered subgroups that reported high self-
efficacy and low self-efficacy and compared those groups regarding status (teacher, 
teaching assistant and other), years of experience, length of time trained in the skills of 
LSCI, their use of the LSCI training sequence, and the differentiating approaches to 
behavioral intervention chosen by these professionals. A quantitative non-experimental 
ex-post facto study examined the perceptions of educational professionals from a variety 
ofK-1 2 settings in upstate New York (urban and rural districts, special education sites 
and day treatments) using The Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing Challenging 
Classroom Behaviors (Baker, 2002). This survey was adapted from two previously 
administered surveys (Browers & Tomic, 1999: Bullock, Ellis & Wilson, 1994) and 
assessed the level of self-efficacy and readiness of the participants. In this study, all 
participants were trained in the ski lls of LSCI in the years from 200 I to 2008. 
The design used in data collection was a non-probability, cross-sectional survey 
with data collected at one point over a specified time period. The survey was 
electronically made available Yia e-mail to al l potential participant fo r a 32-day period 
from April 20, 2009 to May 21, 2009. Four reminders were sent via e-mail during the 
survey period to improve response rates. In addition, letters were sent via e-mail 
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introducing the researcher, explaining the research project, its goals and benefits. Letters 
were also sent through standard mail to any potential participants whose e-mail addresses 
were not readily avai lable to the researcher at the time oft he study. For potential 
participants whose e-mails were never received as a result of this mailing, a second 
mailing was generated. This mailing included not only a link to the survey but the option 
of sending a self-addressed envelope, with a completed survey to the researcher. 
A total of 70 completed responses was received from the 184 potential 
participants, a 38% response rate. Data were collected and organized based on the three 
primary research questions: What is the relationship between the status of educational 
professionals (teachers, teaching assistants and others) trained in LSCl, and their beliefs 
concerning perceived self-efficacy in managing classroom behavior? What is the 
relationship of this perceived self-efficacy on the readiness (ability and willingness) of 
these professionals to consider alternative discipline decisions when managing classroom 
behavior? What is the relationship between years of experience of educational 
professionals and their beliefs concerning perceived self-efficacy in managing classroom 
behavior, and their readiness to consider alternative discipline decisions to meet the 
individual needs of tudents? 
Survey results indicated that there was no significant relationship between the 
status of educational professionals and their beliefs in their self-efficacy. In addition, 
there was also no significant correlation between readiness and status. There was. 
however. a relationship between self-efficacy and years of experience for the status group 
of teachers and the status group of .. other··. In contrast, there was no significant 
relationship to years of experience for teaching assistants. Furthermore. the value 
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participants placed on their LSCI training had no impact on self-efficacy, but had a 
significant relationship to readiness (ability and willingness) to consider individual, 
alternative, non-punitive approaches to crises in the classroom. 
Participants in this study reported the highest levels of self-efficacy in being able 
to seek assistance with problems from their colleagues. They reported a drop in 
confidence in their ability to reach difficult students and to keep those difficult students 
engaged in learning. Participants also reported the highest levels of readiness in their 
abi lity and willingness to use a variety of behavior management model techniques. There 
was however, a drop in readiness scores for the ability of these participants to seek the 
help of outside agencies or consultants even though their wi ll ingness to do so remained 
high. In addition, participants reported their willingness to seek guidance from colleagues 
remaining high as well. 
Finally, there are several implications of the findings of the current study in 
relation to the literature. For example, all of the participants report themselves high in 
the area of self-efficacy which is consistent with the literature that people may see 
themselves more ski lled than is accurate or may demonstrate concern over the possibility 
that lack of self-efficacy in one area may translate to a lack of confidence and skills in 
other areas. The majority of respondents also indicate that they arc ready (willing) to use 
a variety of intervention techniques but are unsure of the theory behind their choice. This 
suggests that participants use interventions without being sure of the potential of that 
intervention to be successful with a particular student. This supports the I iterature that 
high numbers of staff can de-escalate students, but the method they choose yields low 
success rates for changing behaviors. Moreover, the emphasis participants placed on 
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their value of the LSCI training and readiness to alter their intervention techniques to 
meet the need of individual students, a lso speaks to the literature concerning the need for 
continuous, well structured staff development to promote positive, non-punitive 
approaches to intervention with more challenging students and keep children in the 
classroom and in the schools. 
In conclusion, considering recognition that self-efficacy is related to readiness 
(ability and willingness) of educational professionals to see behaviorally challenging 
students as individuals who need and deserve alternative interventions rather than a ··zero 
tolerance·· approach to education, educators at all levels should see the need to make 
changes in how educational professionals prepare and continue to grow in their beliefs 
about their own self-efficacy. They should consider ways to build confidence at all status 
levels to insure the readiness to utilize a design for the classroom that is open to conflict 
resolution rather than the conflict cycle. This thinking may offer a universal and 
sustainable direction that not only leaves no child behind, but also no educational 
professional behind as well. 
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Appendix A 
LSCI Six Stages 
Long, Fescer and Brendtro ( 1998) 
Stage 1 Developing staff de-escalating skills to 
Manage Crisis (Drain-off) drain off the student's intense feelings, 
whi le learning how to control their own 
counter-aggressive reactions. 
Stage 2 Developing staff relationship skills to 
Construct a Timeline obtain and validate the student's perception 
of the crisis. 
Stage 3 Developing staff diagnostic skills to 
Central Issue determine if the crisis represents one of the 
six LSCI patterns of self defeating 
behaviors or can be managed by short term 
interventions. 
Stage 4 Developing staff clinical skills to pursue 
Teach Insight the student's specific pattern of self-
defeating behavior for personal insight and 
accountability. 
Stage 5 Developing staff empowering ski lls to 
Teach New Skil ls teach the student new social skills to 
overcome a pattern of self-defeating 
behavior. 
Stage 6 Developing staff consultation and 
Transfer Training (Reentry) contracting skills to help the student reenter 
the classroom and to reinforce and 
generalize the new social ski lls. 
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Appendix B 
Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing C hallenging C lassroom Behaviors 
Copyright 2002 by P.H. Baker 
Please indicate your response to each statement by clicking on your choice. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Your spontaneous and honest responses are important for the success of the study. Please do not 
include your name on any part of the survey itself so that your anonymity can be maintained. This should 
take about 20-30 minutes of your time and your efforts are greatly appreciated. Please use the following 
scale to record your responses: 
I = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 =Agree 4 = Strongly Agree 
I. If a student disrupts the lesson, I am able to redirect him/her quickly. 
2. I am able 10 approach my principal* if I want to talk about problems at work (*includes assistant 
principals as well). 
3. l am confident that, if necessary. I can ask my colleagues for advice. 
4. There are very few students tlrnt I cannot handle. 
5. I can get through to the most difficult students. 
6. When necessary, I am able to bring up problems with my principal. 
7. I can find colleagues with whom I can talk about problems at work. 
8. I can take adequate measures that are necessary to keep activities rnnning efficiently 
9. I can communicate to students that I am serious about getting appropriate behavior. 
10. J can manage my class very well. 
11. T am confident that, if necessary, I can get the principal to help me. 
12. ] can keep defiant students involved in my lessons. 
13. I am able to make my expectations clear to my students. 
14. I am able to respond adequately to challenging students. 
15. When it is necessary, I am able to get the principal to support me. 
16. 1 cm1 keep a few problem students from ruining an entire class. 
1 7. l f students stop working. l can put them back on track. 
J 8. I am confident that I can ask my principal for advice when l need it. 
19. Jfl feel confromed by a problem with which my colleagues can help me. I am able to approach them. 
20. 'When it is necessa1-y, I am abk to ask a colleague for assistance. 
2 1. I know w hat rules are appropriate for my students. 
22. I am able to approach my colleagues if I want to talk about problems at work. 
23. I am able to begin the scholastic year so that students will learn to behave well. 
24. I am able to use a variety of nonaversive techniques (e.g .. voice modulation. fac ial expressions. 
planned ignoring. proximi ty control. tension release). 
25. I am able to maintain pupil attention while presenting reinforcement and/or correcting pupil responses. 
26. l am able to implement clearly stated classroom rules describing what students are expected to do and 
a means for enforcing the:,;c rules. 
27. I am able to implement a consistent classroom routine. 
28. lam able to use a variety of behavior management techniques such as behavior modification. life-
space interview. and natural consequences in a classroom seuing. 
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29. I am able to impleme nt a variety of crisis management procedures such as timeout and therapeutic 
holding to manage severe behavior. 
3 0. I am able to use various tec hniques (e.g., modeling, r ehear sal, inquiry, prompting, cuing, 
feedback, discussion , lecture) in isolation or in combination for providing appropriate 
instruction for students. 
31. I am able to implement a positive reinforcement plan to change and/ or maintain behavior for a 
classroom setting. 
32. I am able to select target behaviors to be changed and identify the critical variables (i.e .. setting events. 
antecedents, e tc.) affecting those target behaviors as part o f functional behavior assessment. 
33. I am able to self-evaluate my own teaching and classroom management skills and use the results 
constructively. 
34. I am able to use behavioral princip les to design procedures (i.e .. observation, recording, charting, 
interventions) to effect behavior change. 
35. I am able to determine each s tudent"s reinforcement preference and use different reinforccrs to change 
and maintain behavior. 
36. l am able to designate certain student behavior as either appropriate or inappropriate for a specified age 
group based on observation and social validation. 
37. I am able to implement a systematic behavior intervention plan that matches interventions with studem 
needs including time lines and a hierarchy of intervention techniques. 
38. I am able lo develop and implement a reinforcement hierarchy for each student. 
39. I am able to use different reinforcement schedules (e.g., fixed-ratio, variable-interval, etc.) effectively. 
40. I am able to document the systematic evaluation of student behavior using cha rts, graphs, and 
logs in both a cademic a nd social areas of conduct. 
41. I am able to negotiate contracts with students that are acceptable to all parties. 
42. I am able to use the findings of systematic classroom observation to analyze student behavior as a 
component of functional behavior assessment and to make program adjustments. 
43. I am able to gather perfonnance samples o f a student"s work in order to gene rate a task analysis. 
44 l am able to c hoose and justify an appropriate system for recording student progress. 
45. I am able to document student behavior using a variety of systems such as rating scales or observation. 
46. I am able to use role playing as a behavio r management technique. 
47. I am able to use a variety of behavior management models and techniques. 
48. I am able to apply problem solving and connict resolution skills. 
49. lam able to apply the theory behind reinforcement techniques to adjust interventions as needed to meet 
the behavioral needs of individual students. 
50. I am able to make high frequency behavior contingent upon low frequency behavior ·when 
cr eating an appropriate schedule fo1· each ludent (i.e., Jf you stay in your seat during math, you 
can pass out snack.). 
51. l am able to explain the rationale. program components. operation. and e\'aluation of the behavioral 
techniques I use. 
52. I am able to apply the principles for increasing/decreasing behavior to individualized behavior 
intervention planning. 
53. 1 am able to identify my ethical and legal responsibilities in behavioral intervention. 
54. I am able to identify ethical and legal issues related to the use of punishment and aversive 
consequences. 
55. 1 am able to recognize the collaborative relationship of special education a nd general educatio n. 
56. 1 am able to collaborate with colleagues to support students with e motional and behaYioral needs. 
57. I an1 able to consult effectively with colleagues and administrators. 
58. l am able to access specialists from outside agencies as consultants. 
59. I am \\illing to use a variety o f nona' ersi'e techniques (e.g .. , ·oice modulation. facial expressions. 
planned ignoring. proximity control. tension release). 
60. I am willing to ma intain p upil atten tion" hile 1>resen ting reinforcement a nd/or correcting pupil 
1·esponses. 
61. I am" illing to implement clearly stated c lassroom rnlc:-; describing" hat student~ are expected to do 
and a means for enforcing these rules. 
62. I am willing to implement a consistent classroom routine. 
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63. I am willing 10 use a variety of behavior management techniques s uch as behavior modificatio n, life-
space interview, and natural consequences in a c lassroom setting. 
64. I am willing to implement a variety of crisis management procedures such as timeo ut and 1herapeutic 
holding to manage severe behavior. 
65. I am willing to use rnrious techniques (e.g .. mode ling. rehearsal, inquiry. prompting. cuing, feedback. 
discussion, lecture) in isolation or in combination for providing appropriate instructio n for students. 
66. I am willing to implement a positive reinforcement plan to change and or maintain behavior for a 
classroom selling. 
67. I am willing to selec t target behaviors to be changed and identify the critical variables (i.e .. setting 
events, a ntecedents. e tc.) affecting those target beha\'iors as part of functional behavior assessment. 
68. I am willing to self-evaluate my own teaching and classroom management skills and use the results 
constructively. 
69. I am willing to use behavioral princip les to design procedures (e.g., observation. recording. charting, 
interventions) to e ffect behavior change. 
70. I am willing to d ete rmine each student's r einforcement preference and u e different r einforccr s 
to change and maintain behavior. 
7 1. I am willing to designate certain student behavior as either appropriate or inappropriate for a specified 
age group based o n observation and social validation. 
72 . I am willing to implement a systematic behavior intervention plan that matches interventions with 
stude nt needs inc luding timelines and a hierarc hy of intervention techniques. 
73. I am will ing to develop and implement a reinforceme nt hierarchy for each student. 
74 . I am willing to use different reinforcement schedules (e.g., fixed-ratio, variable-interval, etc.) 
effectively. 
75. I am willing to document the systematic evaluatio n of student behavior us ing charts, g raphs, and logs 
in both academic and social areas of conduct. 
76. 1 am willing to negotiate contracts with students that are acceptable to all parties. 
77. 1 am willing to use the findings of systematic classroom observatio n to analyze student behavior as a 
component o f functional behavior assessment and to make program adjustments. 
78. I am willing to gather performance samples o f a s tudent·s work in order to generate a task analysis. 
79. I am willing to choose and justify an appropriate system for recording student progress. 
80. I am willing to document student behavior using a variety of systems s uch as rating scales or 
observation. 
8 1. I am will ing to use role playing as a behavior management technique. 
82. I am will ing to use a variety of behavior management models and techniques. 
83. I am willing to apply problem solving and conflict resolution skills. 
84. I am wi lling to apply the theory behind reinforcement techniques to adjust interventions as needed to 
meet the behavio ral needs of individual students. 
85. I am wi lling to make high frequency behavior contingent upon low frequency behavior when c reating 
an appropriate schedule for each stude nt (i.e .. If you stay in your seat during math. you can pass o ut 
snack.). 
86. 1 am willing to explain the rationale. program compo nents, operatio n. and evaluation of the be havioral 
techniques I use. 
87. 1 am willing lo apply the principles for increasing/decreasing behavio r to individualized behavior 
interventio n planning. 
88. 1 an1 will ing to identify my e thical and legal responsibilities in be havioral intervention . 
89. I am will ing to identify e thical and legal issues related to the use o f punishment and aYersive 
consequences. 
90. I am willing to r ecognize the collaborative relationship of special ed11ratio11 a nd general 
education. 
9 1. I am wi lling to collaborate with colleagues to support stude nts with e motiona l and behavioral needs. 
92. I am '' illing to consult e ffective ly with colleagues and administrators. 
93. 1 am willing to access specialists from outside agencies as consultants. 
Demographic SC'ctio n: Each statement has its own individual scale fo r r C'cording your r esponse. 
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94. Primary T eaching Assignment: (check one) 95. Title I = General education 
(K-5)_ (6-8)_ (9-12)_ (K-12)_ l = Teacher 2 = Teaching Assistant 
2 = Special education 3 = Administrator 4 = Other 
(K-5)_ (6-8)_ (9- 12)_ (K-l2)_ ( 12+)_ 
96. Years of Teaching Experience: 97. Rate your level of frustration with classroom 
l=l-5years management. 
2 = 5-10 years 1 = Very Low 2 = Low 3 = I 0- 15 years 3 = High 4 = Over 15 years 4 =Very High 
98. Rate your level of readiness (able and 99. Gender: 
willing) to teach students who exhibit I = Male 
challenging behaviors: 2 = Female 
I = Very Low 
2=Low 
3 = H igh 
4 = Very High 
Life Space C risis Intervention (LSCI) Section: Each statement has its own individua l scale fo r 
recording your respon e. 
100. I completed my LSCI training: 
I = 1-3 years ago 
2 = 3-5 years ago 
3 = over 5 years ago 
102. I feel that LSCI training has equipped me 
with important skills for my work? 
I =Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3= Agree 
4= Strongly Agree 
IOI. I use the six-step sequence of the LSCI 
process (Drain-off, Timeline, Central Issue, 
Insight, New Skills, 
Reentry) 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3= Agree 
4= Strongly Agree 
103. I would recommend LSCI training to 
colleagues: 
I = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3= Agree 
4= Strongly Agree 
Is there anything ch;e you would like me to lu10\\ about the LSCI training o r your L.SCI experience? _ _ _ 
Please click submit when the survey is completed and thank you for your participa tion . 
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Appendix C 
Participant In fo rmation Letter 
Dear Fellow Educators, 
My name is Donna Riter. I am currently a doctoral candidate in the Ed.D. Program in Executive 
Leadership at St. John Fisher College, in Rochester, New York. My experiences as a teacher, 
administrator, consultant and Senior Life Space C risis Intervention (LSCI) trainer, have fostered 
my interest in studying the impact of this training on beliefs of self-efficacy and readiness in 
classroom management. 
My goals in this study are to contribute to scholarly knowledge and enhance understanding as to 
how capable and ready education professionals feel about managing challenging behaviors of 
students in special or regular education, or day treatment settings after these professionals have 
been trained in LSCl. The benefits of thjs information include improvements in: new teacher 
preparation, professional development supports for new and veteran staff, and a lte rnative 
intervention approaches with behaviorally challenging students. The in forn1ation gathered and 
reported in this study wi ll help fill a gap in the research as lo what preparation and practice in the 
area of classroom management is needed, for both new and veteran staff to better meet the 
behavior challenges in today·s classrooms. 
If you select to participate in this study you will be asked to complete an online survey for my 
dissertation research which will be open from /\pril 20, 2009 until May 2 1, 2009. You will 
receive an e-mail when the survey has been posted. The survey is anonymous and should take 
approximately 20-30 minutes to finish. Once completed, the infonnation will become part of my 
dissertation study. All infonnation wi ll be kept in strict confidence and no one will be able to 
corrnect your responses to you, your position or your location. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and you may discontinue participation at any time. The Institutional Review Board of 
St. John Fisher College has reviewed and approved this study. 
Thank you in advance for your willingness to share your perspecti\ es on a very critical topic. 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at (585)383-
9017, (585)704-4343 or by e-mail at driter(cu,rochester.rr.com. 
Sincerely, 
Donna Riter 
St JolU1 Fisher College Doctoral Candidate 
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Appendix D 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
Title of study: A Study of Self-Efficacy in Managing Classroom Behavior and Readiness for 
Differentiating Discipline: The Role of Life Space Crisis Intervention 
Name(s) of researcher(s): Donna C. Riter, Ed.D. Candidate 
Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Dianne Cooney-Miner, Committee Chair. can be reached at (585). 
Purpose of study: The purpose of this study is to examine beliefs of education professionals 
trained in Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI) about their perceived self-efficacy in managing 
classroom crisis and their readiness (willingness and ability) to consider individual, alternative, 
non-punitive approaches to crisis in the classroom. The information gathered and reported in this 
study will help fill a gap in the research as to what preparation and practice in the area of 
classroom management is needed. for both new and veteran staff to better meet the behavior 
challenges in today's classrooms. 
Approval of study: This study has been reviewed and approved by the St. John Fisher College 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
Place of study : St. John Fisher College 
Length of participation: The online survey will be available to complete from March 30, 2009 to 
April 30, 2009. Three follow-up e-mails will be sent to participants throughout that time period as 
reminders to complete and submit the online responses . . 
Risks and benefits: The expected risks and benefits of participation in this study are explained 
below: 
Risks: Concern of participants over anonymity of responses or worry that their identity or 
responses could be traced to their job location. Participant recognition of potential gaps in their 
own knowledge levels of behavior management that they recognize as important to their success 
in the classroom, but did not realize were missing. 
Benefits: Benefits to participants of the study include: 
The opportunity for participants to reflect on and freely express their 
perspectives on the critical topic of classroom ma·nagement of behaviorally 
challenging students. Data from participant's surveys will be recorded in 
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such a manner that they cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers 
linked to the participants. 
Opportunities for participants to have direct access to the researcher who 
trains and consults in the area of classroom management, providing these 
participants with the potential for gaining increased awareness of their 
readiness to handle challenging behaviors in the classroom should they 
recognize gaps in their knowledge, 
Possible identification of improved professional development programs 
Identification of a potential opportunity to guide the planning and 
implementation of training and other supportive practices for both new and 
veteran staff. 
Method for protecting confidentiality/privacy: The participant's identity, geographic location or 
place of employment will not be associated with any data collected or any records kept by the 
researcher. All surveys are anonymous. A ll data and associate information will be kept in 
confidence. Only the principle researcher, and possibly a hired and confidential data input or 
statistician, will have access to any raw data. 
Your rights: As a research participant, you have the right to: 
1. Have the purpose of the study, and the expected risks and benefits fully 
explained to you before you choose to participate. 
2. Withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. 
3. Be informed of the results of the study. 
I have read the above, received a copy of this form , and I agree to participate in the above-named 
study. 
Please complete this consent statement and return it to me by March 30, 2009 in the stamped, 
self-addressed envelope provided. It is in no way connected to your survey response. 
Consent Statement 
I am wil ling to participate in the completion of the Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing 
Challenging Classroom Behaviors (Baker, 2002). I understand that my participation is completely 
voluntary and that I may withdraw from participation at any time. I am aware that this statement 
will be used as my raffle entry in a drawing offered by the researcher for a chance to win one of 
three visa gift cards. 
Signature: __________ _ 
Printed Name: ________ _ 
Phone Number Where You Can Be Reached: -----------
(to be used only to notify raffle winners) 
If you have any further questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact: 
Donna C. Riter 
CHOICES Coordinator 
Ed.D Candidate, St. John Fisher College 
Phone (585)-704-4343 
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